A table set for five : perceptions of water governance in Alberta by Montgomery, Jenna Marie & University of Lethbridge. Faculty of Arts and Science
University of Lethbridge Research Repository
OPUS http://opus.uleth.ca
Theses Arts and Science, Faculty of
2013
A table set for five : perceptions of water
governance in Alberta
Montgomery, Jenna Marie
Lethbridge, Alta. : University of Lethbridge, Dept. of Geography
http://hdl.handle.net/10133/3590
Downloaded from University of Lethbridge Research Repository, OPUS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
A	TABLE	SET	FOR	FIVE:	PERCEPTIONS	OF	WATER	GOVERNANCE	IN	ALBERTA	
	
	
JENNA	MARIE	MONTGOMERY	
	
B.A.	(Art),	University	of	Lethbridge,	2006		
	
	
	
	
	
		
	
A	Thesis		
Submitted	to	the	School	of	Graduate	Studies		
of	the	University	of	Lethbridge		
in	Partial	Fulfilment	of	the		
Requirements	for	the	Degree		
	
	
MASTER	OF	ARTS		
	
	
	
	
Department	of	Geography		
University	of	Lethbridge		
LETHBRIDGE,	ALBERTA,	CANADA		
	
	
	
	
	
©	Jenna	M.	Montgomery	2013	
	 iii
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Dedicated	to	Loren	and	Janice	Montgomery,	Betty	Elaschuk	and	in	memory	of	Elene	
and	Murray	Montgomery,	and	Andy	Elaschuk	
	
	 	
	 iv
	
	
Acknowledgments	
	
This	research	project	was	an	invaluable	experience	guided	by	the	endless	
encouragement	and	support	of	my	supervisors	Henning	Bjornlund	and	Wei	Xu.		No	
matter	how	frustrated	or	overwhelmed	I	became,	they	always	pulled	me	back	and	
put	things	into	perspective.			
	
I	thank	my	committee	members	Tom	Johnston	and	Kurt	Klein	for	their	wise	words	
and	provocative	questions.		I	also	acknowledge	Ian	MacLachlan	for	his	patience	
chairing	a	thesis	defence	on	short	notice.			
	
Thank	you	to	Margaret	Cook.	
	
Thank	you	to	my	family	and	friends	who	have	seen	very	little	of	me	over	the	past	
two	years	but	remained	supportive	all	the	way	through,	and	to	my	new	friends	with	
whom	I	traveled	the	grad	studies	road,	from	our	first	boat	race	together	to	each	of	
our	final	defences.	
	
I	thank	the	numerous	volunteers	and	stewards	in	southern	Alberta	who	graciously	
declined	or	accepted	the	invitation	to	participate	in	this	project,	and	the	Alberta	
Water	Council,	Bow	River	Basin	Council,	Milk	River	Watershed	Council	Canada,	
South	Eastern	Alberta	Watershed	Alliance,	and	the	Oldman	Watershed	Council	and	
their	members	for	their	support	and	participation.		Finally,	I	thank	Bob	Sandford	and	
Karen	Kun	for	the	passion	they	sparked	in	me	for	water	issues.	 	
	 v
	
Abstract	
	
The	province	of	Alberta	has	adopted	a	collaborative	water	governance	process	to	
enhance	sustainability.		Introduced	in	2003,	the	Water	for	Life	strategy	established	
three	governance	partnerships	to	integrate	public	stakeholders	into	a	collaborative	
decision	making	process:	the	Alberta	Water	Council,	Water	Planning	and	Advisory	
Councils,	and	Watershed	Stewardship	Groups.		An	evaluation	of	the	current	water	
governance	process	will	identify	if	it	is	meeting	the	criteria	of	an	effective	process.		
For	such	evaluations,	“good	governance”	is	commonly	used.		Although	no	widely	
accepted	definition	exists,	five	pillars	have	been	selected	to	signify	good	governance:	
participation,	transparency,	accountability,	adaptability	and	the	rule	of	law.		The	
presence	of	these	five	criteria	has	been	identified	through	analysing	stakeholder	
perceptions	within	the	South	Saskatchewan	Region.		Five	perceptions	of	the	current	
water	governance	process	were	identified	using	the	Q‐method.		This	information	can	
inform	ways	to	strengthen	and	preserve	elements	of	the	current	water	governance	
system	in	Alberta.	
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1 Introduction	  
1.1 Introduction	  	  Concerns	  regarding	  environmental	  degradation	  due	  to	  population	  growth	  and	  industrial	  and	  urban	  development	  sparked	  the	  1972	  United	  Nations	  (UN)	  Conference	  on	  the	  Human	  Environment	  in	  Stockholm,	  Sweden	  and	  since	  then	  changes	  have	  been	  made	  to	  environmental	  management	  practices	  around	  the	  world.	  	  In	  1987,	  the	  UN-­‐solicited	  Brundtland	  Commission	  released	  a	  report	  titled	  Our	  
Common	  Future	  (United	  Nations	  1987),	  which	  defined	  sustainable	  development	  and	  set	  the	  stage	  for	  the	  UN	  International	  Conference	  on	  Water	  and	  the	  Environment	  in	  Dublin	  and	  the	  UN	  Earth	  Summit	  in	  Rio	  de	  Janeiro,	  both	  held	  in	  1992.	  	  At	  these	  meetings	  of	  the	  United	  Nations	  the	  framework	  for	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  (IWRM)	  emerged.	  	  	  IWRM	  has	  set	  the	  stage	  for	  the	  global	  transition	  from	  government	  to	  governance	  presently	  occurring	  in	  water	  management.	  	  One	  of	  the	  key	  elements	  of	  the	  IWRM	  framework	  is	  the	  recognition	  that	  a	  participatory	  approach	  is	  required	  for	  making	  water	  management	  decisions	  (Global	  Water	  Partnership	  2000).	  	  Environmental	  issues	  are	  complex	  due	  to	  diverse	  values	  and	  needs	  at	  varying	  geographic	  and	  political	  scales	  (Ferreyra,	  de	  Loë,	  and	  Kreutzwiser	  2008;	  Rittel	  and	  Webber	  1973;	  Wallis	  and	  Ison	  2011).	  	  IWRM	  assumes	  that	  government	  alone	  cannot	  make	  fair	  and	  sustainable	  decisions	  regarding	  water	  resources	  and	  relies	  upon	  governance	  systems	  to	  allow	  all	  the	  diverse	  views	  to	  have	  a	  voice	  and	  contribute	  to	  the	  decisions	  that	  will	  affect	  their	  health,	  wealth,	  and	  livelihood.	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Although	  there	  is	  no	  widely	  accepted	  definition,	  governance	  is	  the	  institutions	  and	  processes	  that	  are	  used	  for	  decision	  making	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  IWRM	  establishes	  governance	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  engage	  and	  enable	  the	  public	  to	  participate	  and	  negotiate	  sustainable	  solutions	  to	  water	  problems.	  	  However,	  considering	  governance	  as	  a	  tool	  for	  decision	  making	  draws	  attention	  to	  the	  economic	  and	  environmental	  outcomes	  and	  ignores	  the	  processes	  involved	  (Castro	  2007;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  The	  processes	  are	  just	  as	  important	  as	  the	  outcomes.	  Good	  governance	  is	  one	  approach	  through	  which	  the	  processes	  can	  be	  analysed.	  	  The	  concept	  of	  good	  governance	  intends	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  benchmark	  at	  which	  all	  nations	  aim	  to	  achieve.	  	  It	  defines	  a	  system	  of	  decision	  making	  that	  is	  “effective,	  efficient	  and	  enduring”	  (United	  Nations	  N.D.).	  	  Good	  governance	  serves	  as	  a	  guide	  for	  evaluating	  and	  improving	  current	  governance	  systems;	  however	  liken	  to	  governance,	  there	  is	  neither	  a	  widely	  accepted	  definition	  nor	  criteria	  for	  the	  evaluation	  of	  good	  governance	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  	  Within	  the	  academic	  literature,	  governance	  research	  has	  frequently	  focused	  on	  the	  transition	  to	  governance	  and	  IWRM	  (Ako,	  Eyong,	  and	  Nkeng	  2009;	  Charnay	  2011;	  Hammer	  et	  al.	  2011;	  Medema	  and	  McIntosh	  2008);	  understanding	  the	  complexities	  of	  governance	  structures	  (Pahl-­‐Wostl	  et	  al.	  2010;	  Ferreyra,	  de	  Loë,	  and	  Kreutzwiser	  2008);	  evaluations	  based	  on	  environmental	  outcomes	  (Biswas	  and	  Tortajada	  2010;	  De	  Stefano,	  Gilsanz,	  and	  Gil	  2010)	  or	  process	  outcomes	  (Connick	  and	  Innes	  2003);	  or	  how	  governance	  builds	  participation,	  conflict	  resolution	  and	  collaboration	  (Akamani	  and	  Wilson	  2011;	  Cuppen	  2011;	  Lubell	  and	  Lippert	  2011;	  Weible,	  Siddiki,	  and	  Pierce	  2011).	  	  The	  research	  has	  primarily	  aimed	  to	  understand	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IWRM	  frameworks	  and	  the	  components	  that	  make	  governance	  systems	  unique	  from	  traditional	  government	  and	  effective	  for	  water	  management.	  	  However,	  the	  understanding	  of	  good	  governance	  remains	  fragmented.	  	  There	  is	  no	  comprehensive	  understanding	  of	  what	  components	  serve	  as	  good	  governance.	  Upon	  a	  review	  and	  critical	  assessment	  of	  the	  governance	  literature,	  several	  components	  for	  effective	  governance	  systems	  were	  noted.	  	  Eventually,	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  emerged	  and	  were	  used	  in	  this	  study	  to	  evaluate	  an	  existing	  governance	  system	  in	  terms	  of	  good	  governance.	  	  Those	  pillars	  include	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law,	  and	  transparency.	  	  This	  study	  on	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  is	  the	  first	  evaluation	  of	  a	  governance	  system	  documented	  in	  the	  literature	  that	  uses	  a	  multidimensional	  approach	  based	  on	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  and	  stakeholder	  perspectives.	  	  	  Environmental	  issues	  are	  complex.	  	  Diverse	  public	  interests,	  beliefs,	  values	  and	  histories	  hold	  the	  potential	  for	  difficult	  decision	  making	  and	  a	  relative	  high	  risk	  of	  conflict,	  which	  is	  why	  governance	  has	  become	  so	  widely	  used.	  	  While	  much	  research	  has	  focused	  on	  governance	  systems,	  there	  are	  opportunities	  for	  research	  to	  be	  conducted	  that	  aims	  at	  the	  values	  and	  beliefs,	  or	  perspectives	  that	  are	  present	  in	  a	  population.	  	  Understanding	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  related	  to	  grizzly	  bear	  wildlife	  mitigation	  techniques	  (Chamberlain	  2006),	  or	  to	  good	  public	  participation	  processes	  in	  forestry	  management	  (Webler	  and	  Tuler	  2001)	  have	  proved	  to	  be	  successful	  in	  capturing	  the	  process	  and	  finding	  ways	  to	  improve	  existing	  decision	  making	  processes.	  	  Effective	  governance	  based	  on	  public	  participation	  is	  more	  than	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meeting	  outcomes,	  it	  is	  about	  finding	  ways	  to	  ensure	  all	  participants	  are	  satisfied	  with	  the	  process	  (Webler	  and	  Tuler	  2001).	  
1.2 Research	  Objectives	  	  The	  intent	  of	  this	  study	  was	  to	  evaluate	  the	  existing	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  in	  Alberta	  based	  on	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  of	  how	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  have	  been	  integrated	  into	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  processes.	  	  This	  approach	  allowed	  for	  an	  understanding	  of	  governance	  to	  emerge	  that	  extended	  beyond	  assessing	  economic,	  environmental	  and	  human	  health	  related	  policy	  goals.	  	  To	  achieve	  this,	  a	  review	  and	  assessment	  of	  the	  current	  literature	  on	  governance	  and	  good	  governance	  was	  undertaken	  to	  establish	  a	  set	  of	  evaluative	  criteria:	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance.	  	  The	  Q-­‐method	  was	  then	  selected	  as	  an	  appropriate	  way	  to	  quantitatively	  and	  qualitatively	  uncover	  stakeholder	  perspectives.	  	  The	  results	  of	  the	  Q-­‐method	  were	  then	  discussed	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  academic	  literature	  to	  expand	  on	  existing	  knowledge	  related	  to	  good	  governance,	  and	  to	  policy	  recommendation	  documents	  to	  apply	  the	  research	  findings	  to	  the	  local	  context.	  
1.3 Thesis	  Outline	  	  This	  thesis	  is	  presented	  in	  7	  chapters.	  	  The	  first	  two	  chapters	  describe	  the	  concepts	  upon	  which	  this	  study	  was	  developed	  including	  IWRM,	  governance	  and	  good	  governance.	  	  The	  study	  region	  and	  policies	  that	  inform	  water	  management	  in	  Alberta	  are	  also	  described.	  	  Chapters	  4	  and	  5	  introduce	  the	  Q-­‐method	  and	  present	  the	  collected	  data	  and	  results.	  	  Chapter	  6	  expands	  on	  the	  results	  with	  factor	  interpretations	  of	  the	  five	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  and	  a	  discussion	  of	  those	  
	   5	  
perspectives	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  academic	  literature	  and	  policy	  recommendations.	  	  Chapter	  7	  concludes	  this	  thesis	  by	  summarizing	  the	  academic	  contributions	  of	  the	  study	  presenting	  recommendations	  and	  considerations	  for	  future	  research.	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2 Water	  Governance	  in	  Alberta,	  Canada	  	   Water	  governance	  was	  established	  in	  Alberta	  in	  2004	  with	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  (WFL)	  strategy.	  	  Nearly	  a	  decade	  later,	  the	  governance	  partnerships	  are	  still	  functioning	  and	  supported	  by	  the	  government.	  	  However,	  the	  potential	  for	  change	  is	  approaching	  due	  to	  progress	  being	  made	  within	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  (LUF)	  and	  the	  development	  of	  regional	  plans	  that	  integrate	  water,	  air,	  land	  and	  biodiversity.	  	  While	  recommendations	  have	  been	  made	  to	  improve	  the	  current	  governance	  system,	  no	  complete	  evaluation	  has	  been	  performed.	  	  Considering	  that	  not	  all	  regions	  of	  the	  province	  have	  well	  established	  governance	  partnerships,	  or	  are	  in	  the	  process	  of	  developing	  a	  LUF	  regional	  plan,	  a	  study	  area	  had	  to	  be	  selected.	  The	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region	  (SSR)	  has	  been	  a	  region	  of	  high	  profile	  due	  to	  the	  over	  allocation	  of	  water,	  high	  population	  growth	  and	  human	  development.	  	  The	  region	  is	  currently	  under	  a	  water	  licencing	  moratorium,	  with	  no	  new	  allocations	  being	  approved.	  	  With	  water	  governance	  bodies	  that	  have	  been	  functioning	  for	  nearly	  a	  decade	  and	  the	  fast	  approaching	  adoption	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  (SSRP)	  for	  integrated	  land,	  water,	  air	  and	  biodiversity	  management,	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region	  provided	  a	  suitable	  study	  area	  for	  evaluating	  current	  water	  governance	  processes.	  	  This	  chapter	  will	  introduce	  the	  policies	  for	  sustainable	  development	  in	  Alberta,	  specifically	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  (WFL)	  strategy	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  (LUF),	  and	  provide	  a	  description	  of	  the	  study	  area:	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region.	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2.1 Governance	  in	  Alberta:	  Water	  for	  Life	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  
2.1.1 Water	  for	  Life	  	  The	  province	  of	  Alberta	  has	  been	  shifting	  from	  a	  government	  controlled,	  top-­‐down	  system	  of	  water	  management	  to	  a	  system	  of	  IRWM.	  	  Since	  the	  1971	  inception	  of	  an	  environmental	  ministry	  in	  the	  province,	  many	  changes	  have	  occurred	  regarding	  how	  Albertans	  interact	  with	  the	  land,	  air	  and	  water.	  	  Environmental	  degradation	  and	  the	  over	  allocation	  of	  water	  in	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  River	  Basin	  (SSRB)	  led	  to	  many	  water	  management	  changes	  in	  Alberta	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).	  	  The	  provincial	  government	  began	  policy	  and	  program	  revision	  and	  development	  in	  the	  1990s	  and	  2000s.	  	  In	  1999	  the	  Alberta	  government	  passed	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  in	  2009,	  the	  Alberta	  Land	  Stewardship	  Act;	  both	  set	  legislation	  to	  assist	  in	  a	  transition	  to	  sustainable	  development.	  	  Associated	  with	  these	  acts,	  the	  province	  established	  two	  key	  policies	  to	  address	  water	  issues	  through	  collaborative	  governance:	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  (WFL)	  strategy	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  (LUF).	  	  	  Water	  for	  Life	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  were	  both	  created	  to	  aim	  the	  province	  towards	  sustainable	  development	  and	  approach	  environmental	  management	  from	  an	  integrated	  approach,	  placing	  value	  on	  environmental,	  economic	  and	  social	  demands	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008a).	  	  Water	  for	  Life	  was	  created	  to	  address	  concerns	  regarding	  water	  quality,	  quantity	  and	  use	  within	  the	  context	  of	  the	  three	  facets	  of	  sustainability:	  the	  environment,	  the	  economy	  and	  society.	  	  The	  three	  goal	  outcomes	  of	  the	  strategy	  align	  with	  the	  principles	  of	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  and	  include	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008b):	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1.	  safe,	  secure	  drinking	  water,	  2.	  healthy	  aquatic	  ecosystems;	  and,	  3.	  reliable,	  quality	  water	  supplies	  for	  a	  sustainable	  economy.	  	  Following	  IWRM,	  Water	  for	  Life	  relies	  upon	  governance	  for	  decision	  making.	  	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  based	  upon	  an	  IWRM	  framework	  and	  is	  outcomes	  based.	  	  While	  the	  goals	  set	  by	  the	  government	  align	  with	  the	  goals	  of	  IWRM	  related	  to	  balancing	  environmental,	  economic	  and	  human	  needs,	  it	  is	  up	  to	  the	  public	  stakeholders	  to	  “work	  together	  to	  set	  objectives	  for	  the	  watershed,	  identify	  issues,	  monitor	  the	  condition	  of	  the	  watershed	  and	  continuously	  adjust	  their	  use	  of	  water	  and	  activities	  on	  the	  landscape	  that	  affect	  the	  water”	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).	  	  In	  this	  sense,	  the	  outcomes	  focus	  on	  the	  partnerships	  themselves	  as	  leaders	  and	  participants	  in	  water	  management	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008b).	  	  Governance	  is	  recognized	  not	  only	  as	  a	  tool	  for	  achieving	  sustainable	  development	  but	  as	  a	  process	  for	  decision	  making.	  	  	  Water	  for	  Life	  uses	  a	  shared	  governance	  framework	  where	  decision	  making	  is	  collaborative	  and	  “citizens,	  communities,	  industries	  and	  governments	  all	  share	  responsibility	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).”	  	  The	  framework	  acknowledges	  that	  individuals	  directly	  affected	  by	  the	  issues	  are	  most	  suited	  to	  create	  solutions;	  therefore,	  a	  watershed	  level	  approach	  was	  chosen,	  as	  is	  shown	  in	  Figure	  2.1,	  and	  three	  governance	  partnerships	  were	  established	  to	  guide	  or	  implement	  the	  process:	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  (WSG),	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils	  (WPAC)	  and	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  (AWC)	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008b).	  	  The	  WSGs,	  WPACs	  and	  AWC	  are	  to	  work	  cooperatively	  with	  the	  Government	  of	  Alberta	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(GOA)	  to	  build	  sustainability	  through	  improved	  water	  management.	  	  The	  general	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  government	  and	  these	  partnerships	  are	  outlined	  on	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  website	  as	  follows	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  N.D.):	  
• The	   role	   of	   the	   Government	   of	   Alberta	   is	   to	   implement	   and	  administer	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy,	  participate	  on	  the	  AWC	  and	  WPACs,	   and	   provide	   staff	   to	   assist	   the	   WSGs;	   the	   GOA’s	  responsibilities	   include	   responding	   timely	   to	   the	   AWC’s	  recommendations,	   review	   and	   approve	  water	  management	   plans	  and	   provide	   technical	   and	   administrative	   support	   to	   the	   water	  partnerships,	  
• the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  is	  comprised	  of	  representation	  from	  the	  seven	  primary	  water	  users	  (i.e.	  oil	  and	  gas,	  forestry,	  municipalities,	  irrigation,	  power	  generation,	  mining	  and	  chemical-­‐petrochemical)	  whose	  role	  is	  to	  monitor	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  and	  identify	  opportunities	  for	  community	  based	  planning	  and	   input	   from	   the	  WPACs	   and	  WSGs;	   the	   responsibilities	   of	   the	  AWC	  include	  timely	  strategic	  advice	  to	  the	  GOA,	  industry	  and	  non-­‐government	   organizations	   and	   develop	   a	   body	   of	   knowledge	   and	  expertise	  on	  specific	  water	  issues,	  
• the	  Water	  Planning	  Advisory	  Council’s	  role	  is	  to	  maintain	  a	  multi-­‐stakeholder	   group	  which	  works	  with	   the	   GOA	   on	   basin	   planning	  and	  evaluation	   and	  may	   share	   issues	  with	   the	   local	  WSG	  and	   the	  AWC;	   the	   responsibilities	   of	   the	   WPACs	   include	   providing	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leadership	   in	   watershed	   assessment	   and	   planning,	   providing	  advice	  and	  support	  to	  the	  local	  WSGs	  and	  presenting	  issues	  to	  the	  AWC,	  and	  
• the	   Watershed	   Stewardship	   Groups	   are	   grass-­‐roots	   directed	  groups	   responsible	   for	   bringing	   planning	   into	   action	   on	   the	   local	  level	   with	   respect	   to	   safeguarding	   the	   water	   sources	   and	  highlighting	  issues	  set	  forward	  by	  the	  regional	  WPAC	  and	  the	  AWC	  and	  the	  submission	  of	  issues	  to	  the	  AWC.	  	  While	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  for	  water	  management	  are	  shared,	  accountability	  still	  resides	  with	  the	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a).	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Figure	  2.1:	  Alberta	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Council	  boundaries	  (Government	  of	  Alberta,	  2011)	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2.1.2 Land-­‐use	  Framework	  	  The	  Alberta	  Land	  Stewardship	  Act	  (ALSA)	  was	  passed	  in	  2009	  initiating	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework.	  	  The	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  (LUF)	  compliments	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  (WFL)	  strategy	  and	  Alberta’s	  pursuit	  of	  sustainability.	  	  Like	  WFL,	  the	  LUF	  shares	  an	  integrated	  approach	  to	  management	  that	  aims	  to	  promote	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008a):	  1. a	  healthy	  economy	  supported	  by	  our	  land	  and	  natural	  resources;	  2. healthy	  ecosystems	  and	  environment,	  and;	  3. people-­‐friendly	  communities	  with	  ample	  recreational	  and	  cultural	  opportunities.	  	  As	  an	  overarching	  planning	  process,	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  is	  intended	  to	  support	  and	  compliment	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  by	  aligning	  water,	  air	  and	  land	  planning	  and	  management	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008a).	  	  	  Under	  the	  Alberta	  Land	  Stewardship	  Act,	  the	  authority	  was	  given	  to	  divide	  the	  province	  into	  seven	  regions,	  as	  shown	  in	  Figure	  2.2	  and	  develop	  regional	  plans	  for	  each	  that	  will	  eventually	  become	  legally	  binding	  documents	  with	  regulatory	  power.	  	  The	  regional	  plans	  are	  to	  include	  a	  vision	  with	  outcome	  goals	  and	  strategies,	  and	  the	  actions	  and	  approaches	  that	  may	  be	  utilized	  to	  reach	  those	  outcomes	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008a).	  	  As	  the	  two	  most	  vulnerable	  regions	  in	  the	  province	  due	  to	  over-­‐allocation	  and	  oilsands	  development,	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  (SSRP)	  and	  the	  Lower	  Athabasca	  Regional	  Plan	  (LARP)	  respectively	  were	  the	  first	  of	  seven	  regional	  plans	  to	  be	  initiated.	  
	   13	  
	  
Figure	  2.2:	  	  Alberta	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  regional	  boundaries	  (Government	  of	  Alberta,	  2012)	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Although	  Water	  for	  Life	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  are	  strongly	  guided	  by	  public	  participation,	  the	  shift	  from	  government	  to	  governance	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  the	  government	  will	  lose	  its	  decision	  making	  powers.	  	  Rather	  that	  the	  decision	  making	  processes	  within	  government	  will	  need	  to	  change.	  	  Led	  by	  Alberta	  Environment	  and	  Sustainable	  Resource	  Development,	  the	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  is	  transitioning	  to	  the	  Cumulative	  Effects	  Management	  System	  (CEMS).	  	  CEMS	  is	  “an	  adaptive	  management	  system	  that	  follows	  a	  ‘plan-­‐do-­‐check’	  approach	  to	  setting,	  meeting	  and	  evaluating	  place-­‐based	  outcomes”	  and	  will	  employ	  tools	  for	  policy	  and	  decision	  makers	  to	  ensure	  sustainability	  goals	  are	  met	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008a;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  N.D.).	  	  	  This	  management	  system	  is	  in	  compliment	  to	  ALSA,	  the	  LUF,	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  WFL	  as	  a	  way	  of	  ensuring	  integration	  and	  proactive	  planning.	  	  CEMS	  is	  based	  on	  documenting	  and	  outlining	  administrative	  processes,	  establishing	  environmental	  baseline	  measures	  and	  limits,	  and	  requires	  extensive	  monitoring	  for	  effectiveness.	  	  It	  is	  a	  method	  of	  planning	  that	  considers	  response	  approaches	  to	  changes	  in	  the	  environment.	  	  Rather	  than	  treating	  each	  development	  project	  in	  a	  region	  as	  completely	  autonomous	  in	  their	  effects,	  CEMS	  considers	  the	  cumulative	  nature	  of	  all	  development	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008a).	  	  As	  the	  system	  is	  still	  in	  development,	  the	  specifics	  of	  CEMS	  and	  how	  it	  will	  be	  implemented	  and	  integrated	  with	  the	  other	  aspects	  of	  integrated	  resource	  management	  such	  as	  WFL	  and	  LUF	  has	  yet	  to	  be	  clearly	  established.	  	   The	  future	  of	  water	  sustainability	  in	  Alberta	  depends	  on	  the	  effective	  use	  of	  IWRM	  principles	  including	  a	  shift	  from	  government	  to	  governance.	  	  The	  province	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has	  adopted	  water	  governance	  as	  a	  method	  of	  accommodating	  the	  changes	  and	  pressures	  the	  province	  is	  facing	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  environment,	  population	  growth	  and	  the	  economy.	  	  Since	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  in	  2003,	  partnerships	  such	  as	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils	  have	  been	  created	  making	  water	  governance	  a	  priority	  for	  assisting	  with	  the	  development	  of	  local	  and	  regional	  management	  plans,	  as	  well	  as	  establishing	  base	  line	  conditions	  as	  needed	  for	  CEMS	  through	  the	  development	  of	  State	  of	  the	  Watershed	  reports.	  	  Almost	  a	  decade	  has	  passed	  since	  the	  WPACs	  became	  partners	  in	  the	  management	  of	  Alberta’s	  water	  resources.	  	  With	  further	  environmental	  management	  changes	  occurring	  following	  the	  passing	  of	  the	  Alberta	  Land	  Stewardship	  Act	  and	  the	  development	  of	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  and	  Cumulative	  Effects	  Management	  System	  governance	  will	  become	  more	  and	  more	  critical	  to	  the	  effective	  management	  of	  the	  province’s	  resources	  including	  water.	  
2.2 Study	  Area:	  The	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region	  	  The	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region	  (SSR)	  is	  defined	  by	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  (SSRP)	  boundaries	  and	  covers	  83,764	  km2	  or	  approximately	  12.6	  per	  cent	  of	  Alberta’s	  total	  land	  area	  and	  is	  shown	  in	  Figure	  2.3	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009b).	  	  The	  borders	  span	  from	  the	  continental	  divide	  in	  the	  west	  to	  the	  Saskatchewan	  border	  to	  the	  east,	  and	  from	  the	  American	  border	  in	  the	  south	  to	  the	  banks	  of	  the	  Red	  Deer	  River	  just	  north	  of	  Calgary.	  	  The	  SSR	  contains	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  River	  Basin	  including	  the	  Bow,	  Oldman,	  and	  South	  Saskatchewan	  River	  sub-­‐basins	  but	  excludes	  the	  Red	  Deer	  River	  sub-­‐basin.	  	  The	  region	  also	  contains	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  Milk	  River	  sub-­‐basin.	  	  Approximately	  75%	  of	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river	  flows	  are	  due	  to	  mountain	  snow	  melt	  runoff	  and	  are	  highly	  variable	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009b).	  	  	  	   	   With	  45%	  of	  Alberta’s	  total	  population	  living	  in	  the	  region	  and	  an	  arid	  climate,	  water	  concerns	  are	  common	  in	  the	  SSR	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009b).	  	  The	  population	  is	  distributed	  among	  six	  First	  Nation	  communities	  established	  on	  five	  reserves;	  three	  major	  urban	  centres:	  Calgary,	  Lethbridge	  and	  Medicine	  Hat;	  and	  many	  rural	  communities,	  municipal	  districts	  and	  counties.	  	  It	  is	  a	  diverse	  and	  complex	  region	  that	  has	  seen	  many	  cycles	  of	  drought	  and	  flood	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009b).	  	  While	  rural	  populations	  have	  remained	  constant,	  urban	  populations	  have	  been	  increasing	  due	  to	  continued	  economic	  growth,	  placing	  greater	  demands	  for	  increased	  development	  for	  recreation,	  tourism,	  energy	  and	  infrastructure,	  which	  have	  an	  impact	  on	  the	  environment	  and	  wildlife	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009b).	  	  	  	   	   The	  economy	  is	  based	  primarily	  on	  agriculture,	  oil	  &	  gas,	  recreation	  and	  tourism,	  all	  of	  which	  require	  water.	  	  In	  2006,	  a	  moratorium	  was	  placed	  on	  the	  Bow,	  Oldman	  and	  South-­‐Saskatchewan	  sub-­‐basins	  due	  to	  the	  pre-­‐existing	  over	  allocation	  of	  water	  in	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  River	  Basin	  that	  has	  resulted	  in	  the	  degradation	  of	  the	  aquatic	  ecosystems	  and	  the	  potential	  for	  economic	  impact	  and	  social	  conflict	  during	  times	  of	  drought	  (Alberta	  Environment	  2006).	  	  Irrigation	  accounts	  for	  75%	  of	  total	  allocations	  for	  the	  Bow	  and	  Oldman	  Rivers	  with	  most	  of	  the	  water	  being	  allocated	  to	  13	  organized	  irrigation	  districts	  located	  throughout	  southern	  Alberta	  (Klein	  et	  al.	  2012).	  	  With	  so	  many	  differing	  interests,	  needs	  and	  concerns,	  water	  governance	  has	  been	  established	  through	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  to	  assist	  with	  decision	  making.	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   There	  are	  four	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils	  (WPAC)	  in	  the	  SSR	  as	  shown	  in	  Figure	  2.3,	  that	  are	  responsible	  for	  watershed	  level	  planning	  and	  numerous	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  (WSG).	  	  The	  Oldman	  Watershed	  Council	  (OWC),	  Bow	  River	  Basin	  Council	  (BRBC),	  South	  Eastern	  Alberta	  Watershed	  Alliance	  (SEAWA)	  and	  the	  Milk	  River	  Watershed	  Council	  Canada	  (MRWCC)	  have	  all	  published	  State	  of	  the	  Watershed	  Reports,	  which	  identify	  and	  prioritize	  planning	  issues	  within	  the	  respective	  basins.	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  2.3:	  	  Water	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils	  within	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region	  (Adapted	  from	  Figures	  2.1	  and	  2.2)	  	   Public	  consultation	  has	  been	  completed	  and	  the	  final	  draft	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  will	  soon	  be	  submitted	  to	  the	  provincial	  legislature	  for	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final	  adoption,	  making	  the	  plan	  law.	  	  Once	  law,	  integration	  between	  the	  LUF	  and	  Water	  for	  Life	  will	  begin.	  	  There	  is	  much	  uncertainty	  as	  to	  how	  this	  will	  occur,	  which	  enforces	  the	  need	  for	  an	  assessment	  of	  the	  current	  Water	  for	  Life	  governance	  structure	  and	  processes.	  
2.3 Summary	  	  Water	  management	  in	  Alberta	  is	  primarily	  based	  on	  the	  Water	  Act,	  1999,	  the	  Alberta	  Land	  Stewardship	  Act,	  2009	  and	  two	  pieces	  of	  policy:	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework.	  	  Currently,	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  directs	  the	  transition	  from	  government	  directed	  management	  to	  a	  public	  participatory	  approach	  to	  decision	  making	  through	  governance.	  	  With	  the	  adoption	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  approaching	  and	  well	  established	  governance	  partnerships	  in	  place,	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region	  was	  selected	  as	  the	  study	  area	  for	  evaluating	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta.	  	  The	  following	  chapter	  will	  describe	  the	  transition	  from	  government	  to	  governance	  and	  the	  concepts	  of	  governance	  and	  good	  governance	  that	  will	  enable	  an	  evaluation	  to	  be	  performed.	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3 Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management,	  governance	  &	  good	  governance	  	  The	  previous	  chapter	  introduced	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  system	  in	  Alberta,	  which	  is	  primarily	  based	  on	  a	  framework	  established	  by	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  (WFL)	  strategy.	  	  In	  the	  future,	  WFL	  will	  become	  integrated	  with	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  to	  direct	  integrated	  planning	  between	  land,	  air,	  water	  and	  biodiversity.	  	  This	  chapter	  will	  further	  develop	  the	  concept	  of	  water	  governance	  through	  an	  introduction	  to	  the	  complexities	  of	  water	  issues	  and	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management.	  	  For	  the	  purposes	  of	  evaluating	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta,	  good	  governance	  will	  also	  be	  discussed	  including	  the	  evaluative	  criteria	  that	  have	  been	  selected	  for	  this	  study.	  
3.1 Water	  and	  its	  wicked	  problems	  	  Water	  issues	  are	  commonly	  described	  as	  wicked	  problems.	  	  These	  types	  of	  problems	  are	  defined	  by	  “a	  situation	  that	  is	  characterized	  by	  uncertainty,	  complexity	  and	  multiple	  perspectives	  that	  are	  multi-­‐causal	  and	  are	  interconnected	  with	  other	  issues”	  (Wallis	  and	  Ison	  2011,	  4082).	  	  Wicked	  problems	  are	  social	  problems	  that	  are	  not	  easily	  defined	  or	  solved	  because	  they	  occur	  within	  societies	  where	  diverse	  interests	  and	  perspectives	  are	  given	  equal	  importance	  and	  validity	  (Rittel	  and	  Webber	  1973).	  	  Due	  to	  the	  wide	  variety	  of	  values	  and	  beliefs,	  there	  is	  no	  societal	  uniformity	  that	  would	  permit	  decision	  making	  to	  be	  straightforward.	  Within	  a	  contemporary	  pluralistic	  society,	  such	  as	  Canada,	  where	  equality	  is	  valued,	  problems	  with	  attached	  social	  elements	  become	  complex	  and	  difficult	  to	  solve;	  these	  sorts	  of	  problems	  have	  been	  labeled	  “wicked	  problems”	  (Rittel	  and	  Webber	  1973).	  	  When	  attempting	  to	  solve	  wicked	  problems,	  decisions	  aim	  to	  value	  all	  perspectives	  equally	  thereby	  the	  “juncture	  where	  goal-­‐formulation,	  problem-­‐
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definition	  and	  equity	  issues	  meet”	  becomes	  crowded	  with	  multiple	  players	  or	  stakeholders	  (Rittel	  and	  Webber	  1973,	  156).	  	  Further	  complexity	  is	  added	  by	  the	  interactions	  and	  interconnectedness	  of	  different	  levels	  and	  scales	  of	  decision	  making	  that	  surround	  these	  problems	  (Ferreyra	  et	  al.,	  2008).	  	  	  Predicting	  expected	  outcomes	  and	  developing	  solutions	  for	  wicked	  problems	  are	  never	  as	  simple	  as	  relying	  solely	  upon	  the	  traditional	  scientific	  “strategy	  of	  defining,	  analyzing,	  and	  solving	  in	  sequential	  steps”	  (Stahl	  and	  Cimorelli	  2013,	  17).	  	  Unlike	  complex	  technical	  problems	  that	  can	  be	  solved	  using	  equations	  and	  calculations,	  wicked	  problems	  can	  not	  be	  solved	  in	  a	  similar	  fashion;	  the	  individual	  components	  and	  variables	  are	  heavily	  intertwined	  and	  can	  not	  be	  simplified	  (Stahl	  and	  Cimorelli	  2013).	  	  Other	  problem	  solving	  methods	  must	  be	  employed,	  often	  incorporating	  some	  form	  of	  negotiation.	  	  However	  due	  to	  the	  diversity	  of	  beliefs	  and	  values,	  it	  is	  expected	  that	  solutions	  will	  not	  completely	  satisfy	  everyone	  involved;	  wicked	  problems	  can	  seemingly	  never	  be	  fully	  resolved.	  Water	  management	  is	  one	  wicked	  problem	  as	  water	  means	  many	  things	  to	  many	  people	  as	  captured	  in	  the	  Dublin	  Principles.	  	  Adopted	  by	  the	  United	  Nations	  in	  1992,	  the	  four	  principles	  continue	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  guide	  for	  developing	  sustainability	  in	  water	  management	  (Solanes	  and	  Gonzalez-­‐villarreal	  1999,	  13):	  1. Freshwater	  is	  a	  finite,	  vulnerable	  resource,	  essential	  to	  sustain	  life,	  development	  and	  the	  environment;	  2. Water	  development	  and	  management	  should	  be	  based	  on	  a	  participatory	  approach,	  involving	  users,	  planners	  and	  policy-­‐makers	  at	  all	  levels;	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3. Women	  play	  a	  central	  part	  in	  the	  provision,	  management	  and	  safeguarding	  of	  water;	  4. Water	  has	  an	  economic	  value	  in	  all	  its	  competing	  uses,	  and	  should	  be	  recognized	  as	  an	  economic	  good.	  	  	  These	  principles	  initiated	  an	  integrated	  approach	  to	  water	  management	  that	  incorporated	  economic,	  social	  and	  environmental	  values	  into	  decision	  making,	  becoming	  the	  foundation	  for	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  (IWRM).	  
3.2 Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  	  IWRM	  has	  become	  the	  framework	  for	  water	  management	  around	  the	  globe	  for	  sustainable	  development	  (Charnay	  2011;	  Ako,	  Eyong,	  and	  Nkeng	  2009).	  	  The	  framework	  recognizes	  the	  complexity	  of	  water	  management	  and	  is	  structured	  upon	  the	  four	  Dublin	  Principles.	  	  The	  Global	  Water	  Partnership,	  an	  organization	  established	  by	  the	  United	  Nations	  to	  create	  a	  formal	  framework	  for	  member	  states	  to	  base	  water	  management	  programs	  upon,	  described	  IWRM	  as:	  	  	  “…	   a	   process,	   which	   promotes	   the	   coordinated	   development	   and	  management	   of	   water,	   land	   and	   related	   resources,	   in	   order	   to	  maximize	   the	   resultant	   economic	   and	   social	   welfare	   in	   an	   equitable	  manner	  without	  compromising	  the	  sustainability	  of	  vital	  ecosystems”	  (Global	  Water	  Partnership	  2000,	  22).	  	  As	  nations	  around	  the	  globe	  have	  been	  implementing	  IWRM,	  there	  has	  been	  a	  pronounced	  shift	  in	  the	  way	  environmental	  and	  water	  management	  have	  been	  conducted	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  No	  longer	  are	  governments	  managing	  these	  resources	  on	  their	  own;	  public	  stakeholders	  have	  been	  invited	  to	  take	  a	  more	  active	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role	  in	  decision	  making	  resulting	  in	  a	  shift	  from	  “government	  to	  governance”	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	   This	  shift	  is	  due	  to	  greater	  integration	  of	  stakeholder	  participation	  and	  power	  decentralization	  at	  various	  scales	  (Charnay	  2011).	  	  The	  complexity	  of	  water	  management	  requires	  issues	  to	  be	  faced	  at	  not	  only	  a	  global	  scale	  but	  also	  regionally	  and	  locally,	  and	  using	  an	  interdisciplinary	  approach	  that	  includes	  all	  affected	  or	  potentially	  affected	  stakeholders.	  	  By	  giving	  the	  public	  a	  greater	  role	  in	  decision	  making,	  significant	  institutional	  and	  behavioural	  changes	  have	  occurred	  where	  IWRM	  has	  been	  adopted	  and	  governance	  established	  (Charnay	  2011).	  	  As	  nations	  have	  turned	  to	  the	  IWRM	  framework	  as	  a	  tool	  from	  which	  to	  build	  sustainability	  around	  water	  resources,	  an	  understanding	  of	  governance	  has	  become	  of	  increasing	  interest.	  	  Water	  governance	  builds	  on	  the	  ideas	  of	  inclusive	  and	  participatory	  decision	  making	  as	  was	  first	  acknowledged	  in	  the	  Dublin	  Principles	  (Solanes	  and	  Gonzalez-­‐villarreal	  1999).	  	  Adopting	  governance	  typically	  requires	  a	  shift	  to	  occur	  from	  top-­‐down	  decision	  and	  policy	  making	  to	  something	  that	  is	  built	  from	  the	  bottom-­‐up	  with	  public	  participation	  (Global	  Water	  Partnership	  2000).	  In	  nearly	  all	  cases,	  government	  was	  initially	  the	  sole	  decision	  makers	  but	  with	  governance,	  the	  role	  of	  government	  shifts	  to	  serve	  as	  enabler,	  service	  provider,	  enforcer	  and	  controller	  (Global	  Water	  Partnership	  2000).	  	  Decision	  making	  becomes	  collaborative	  and	  can	  serve	  as	  a	  “prerequisite	  for	  solving	  the	  kinds	  of	  pressing	  water	  problems	  and	  challenges	  that	  confront	  societies	  around	  the	  world”	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  There	  is	  optimism	  that	  IWRM	  and	  governance	  will	  lead	  nations	  to	  sustainable	  development.	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3.3 What	  is	  governance?	  	  The	  way	  decisions	  and	  policies	  are	  being	  made	  has	  changed.	  	  	  Over	  the	  past	  few	  decades	  there	  has	  been	  a	  growing	  shift	  from	  top-­‐down	  governance	  to	  collaborative	  governance,	  blurring	  the	  line	  between	  state	  and	  society	  (Pierre	  2009).	  	  The	  “transition	  from	  government	  to	  governance”	  is	  apparent	  within	  environmental	  management	  programs	  where	  sustainability	  has	  become	  the	  ultimate	  goal	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  	  Governments	  have	  realized	  that	  the	  issues	  related	  to	  sustainability	  are	  so	  complex	  that	  they	  alone	  cannot	  make	  all	  of	  the	  decisions	  and	  have	  established	  systems	  of	  collaborative	  governance	  with	  public	  stakeholders	  instead,	  what	  has	  simply	  become	  known	  as	  governance.	  Sustainability	  is	  not	  only	  a	  wicked	  problem,	  but	  is	  filled	  with	  wicked	  problems.	  	  There	  are	  vastly	  different	  opinions	  and	  perceptions	  to	  be	  considered	  when	  working	  towards	  sustainability,	  and	  governance	  can	  become	  a	  tool	  to	  better	  understand	  the	  diversity	  through	  communication,	  cooperation,	  and	  collaboration.	  	  However,	  it	  is	  suggested	  that	  the	  concept	  of	  governance	  was	  adopted	  before	  it	  was	  truly	  understood	  and	  as	  a	  result	  there	  is	  no	  standard	  definition	  and	  no	  standard	  practices,	  processes	  or	  institutions	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  	  Currently,	  there	  are	  numerous	  definitions	  of	  governance;	  it	  can	  be	  expected	  that	  every	  application	  is	  based	  on	  a	  unique	  interpretation	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  Table	  3.1	  lists	  some	  of	  the	  definitions	  gathered	  from	  the	  literature;	  the	  only	  common	  thread	  is	  that	  governance	  includes	  both	  the	  institutions	  and	  processes	  of	  decision	  making.	  	  Some	  definitions	  explicitly	  identify	  the	  inclusion	  of	  individuals	  or	  groups	  outside	  of	  government	  in	  decision	  making	  (United	  Nations	  Development	  1997;	  Rist	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et	  al.	  2007;	  Tortajada	  2010;	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a;	  Global	  Water	  Partnership	  2000),	  and	  other	  definitions	  explicitly	  stress	  the	  importance	  of	  accountability	  (World	  Bank	  Group;	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a;	  National	  Round	  Table	  on	  the	  Environment	  and	  the	  Economy	  2011).	  	  	  	  
Table	  3.1:	  	  A	  sampling	  of	  governance	  definitions	  from	  academic	  and	  grey	  literature	  
Source	   Year	   Definition	  United	  Nations	  Development	  Programme	   1997	   Governance	  is	  the	  exercise	  of	  economic,	  political	  and	  administrative	  authority	  to	  manage	  a	  country’s	  affairs	  at	  all	  levels...it	  comprises	  the	  mechanisms,	  processes	  and	  institutions	  through	  which	  citizens	  and	  groups	  articulate	  their	  interests,	  exercise	  their	  legal	  rights,	  meet	  their	  obligations	  and	  mediate	  their	  
differences.	  	  Rist	  et	  al.	   2007	   Governance…refers	  to	  the	  way	  of	  managing	  collective	  relations	  through	  spatio-­‐temporally	  specific	  
articulations	  of	  the	  rules	  of	  behaviour	  regarding	  the	  principles	  for	  allocating	  resources	  among	  the	  
individual	  and	  collective	  members	  of	  a	  community	  or	  society.	  The	  World	  Bank	  Group	   2011	   Governance	  consists	  of	  the	  traditions	  and	  institutions	  by	  which	  authority	  in	  a	  country	  is	  exercised.	  This	  includes	  the	  process	  by	  which	  governments	  are	  selected,	  monitored	  and	  replaced;	  the	  capacity	  of	  the	  
government	  to	  effectively	  formulate	  and	  implement	  sound	  policies;	  and	  the	  respect	  of	  citizens	  and	  the	  
state	  for	  the	  institutions	  that	  govern	  economic	  and	  social	  interactions	  among	  them.	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	   2008b	   Governance	  refers	  to	  a	  formal	  process	  under	  which	  an	  organization	  or	  group	  of	  organizations	  makes	  decisions,	  determines	  who	  they	  will	  involve	  in	  the	  process,	  and	  how	  they	  will	  render	  accountability.	  	  Tortajada	   2010	   [Governance	  is]	  a	  complex	  process	  that	  considers	  multi-­‐level	  participation	  beyond	  the	  state,	  where	  
decision	  making	  includes	  not	  only	  public	  institutions,	  but	  also	  the	  private	  sector,	  civil	  society	  and	  society	  
in	  general.	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	   2008b	   Shared	  governance	  refers	  to	  a	  governance	  structure	  where	  both	  government	  and	  other	  stakeholders	  have	  agreed	  to	  share	  responsibility	  for	  the	  development	  and	  delivery	  of	  policy,	  planning,	  and	  programs	  
or	  services,	  but	  where	  the	  government	  retains	  legislative	  accountability.	  Shared	  governance	  is	  a	  
collaborative	  goal-­‐setting	  and	  problem-­‐solving	  process	  built	  on	  trust	  and	  communication.	  Shared	  
governance	  requires	  clear	  roles,	  responsibilities,	  accountabilities,	  and	  relationships.	  	  World	  Resources	  Institute,	   2003	   …Environmental	  governance	  goes	  beyond	  actual	  decisions	  on	  how	  to	  manage	  natural	  resources	  to	  include	  the	  decision	  making	  framework—the	  laws,	  policies,	  regulations,	  bureaucracies,	  formal	  procedures,	  and	  codes	  of	  conduct—within	  which	  managers	  make	  their	  decisions.	  	  Global	  Water	  Partnership	   2002	   Water	  governance	  refers	  to	  the	  range	  of	  political,	  social,	  economic	  and	  administrative	  systems	  that	  are	  in	  place	  to	  develop	  and	  manage	  water	  resources,	  and	  the	  delivery	  of	  water	  services,	  at	  different	  levels	  of	  
society.	  	  National	  Round	  Table	  on	  the	  Environment	  and	  the	  Economy	  
2011	   Water	  governance	  refers	  to	  the	  processes	  and	  institutions	  through	  which	  decisions	  are	  made	  about	  
water.	  	  This	  includes	  the	  range	  of	  political,	  organizational,	  and	  administrative	  processes	  used	  to	  make	  
and	  implement	  decisions,	  as	  well	  as	  how	  decision	  makers	  are	  held	  accountable.	  
Lautze	  et	  al.	   2011	   Water	  Governance	  consists	  of	  the	  processes	  and	  institutions	  by	  which	  decisions	  that	  affect	  water	  are	  
made.	  Water	  governance	  does	  not	  include	  practical,	  technical	  and	  routine	  management	  functions	  such	  
as	  modeling,	  forecasting,	  constructing	  infrastructure	  and	  staffing.	  Water	  governance	  does	  not	  include	  
water	  resources	  outcomes.	  	   Practical	  context	  often	  influences	  how	  governance	  is	  defined	  and	  interpreted.	  	  The	  World	  Bank	  definition	  was	  written	  to	  stress	  stable	  democratic	  processes	  and	  institutions	  to	  support	  an	  economic	  perspective	  and	  yet	  remain	  broad	  enough	  to	  be	  applicable	  globally	  (World	  Bank	  Group).	  	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  definition	  was	  written	  within	  the	  context	  of	  encouraging	  sustainable	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development	  within	  the	  province	  and	  includes	  elements	  related	  to	  participation,	  accountability,	  roles	  and	  responsibilities,	  institutions	  and	  processes	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a).	  	  In	  the	  context	  of	  human	  rights,	  the	  United	  Nations’	  definition	  is	  most	  fitting	  placing	  emphasis	  on	  freedom	  and	  justice	  (United	  Nations	  Development	  1997).	  	  Although	  these	  definitions	  are	  not	  incorrect	  and	  are	  similar	  in	  that	  they	  define	  governance	  as	  institutions	  and	  processes,	  they	  are	  different.	  	  A	  lack	  of	  uniformity	  in	  the	  details	  results	  in	  confusion	  and	  inconsistency	  in	  how	  governance	  is	  interpreted	  and	  applied	  in	  theoretical	  and	  practical	  situations.	  	  Although	  political	  and	  social	  situations	  vary	  between	  states	  and	  naturally	  create	  inconsistencies	  (Castro	  2007),	  without	  a	  common	  understanding,	  improving	  governance	  is	  difficult	  to	  achieve	  (Castro	  2007;	  de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011;	  Tortajada	  2010;	  Pahl-­‐Wostl	  and	  Kranz	  2010).	  Research	  is	  a	  tool	  for	  finding	  those	  improvements	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  Without	  a	  clear	  definition,	  research	  design	  previously	  relied	  upon	  IWRM	  as	  a	  guide,	  resulting	  in	  literature	  that	  depoliticized,	  idealized	  and	  described	  governance	  as	  an	  instrument	  or	  “toolkit”	  to	  be	  used	  to	  meet	  a	  specified	  outcome	  (Castro	  2007;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  As	  a	  tool	  of	  IWRM,	  governance	  is	  observed	  as	  a	  way	  of	  achieving	  desirable	  outcomes	  with	  frameworks	  targeting	  specific	  issues;	  the	  issues	  thereby	  inform	  the	  governance	  structure	  and	  processes	  (Biswas	  and	  Tortajada	  2010;	  Franks	  and	  Cleaver	  2007).	  	  In	  practicality	  it	  was	  quite	  the	  opposite;	  governance	  facilitated	  relationships	  through	  participation,	  discussion,	  and	  negotiation	  between	  groups	  and	  individuals,	  who	  then	  identified	  the	  issues	  and	  solutions;	  it	  is	  a	  political	  process	  (Castro	  2007).	  	  Governance	  is	  not	  a	  means	  to	  an	  end	  but	  rather	  just	  one	  piece	  of	  the	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puzzle,	  such	  that	  “effective	  governance	  is	  a	  prerequisite	  for	  solving…	  water	  problems	  and	  challenges”	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  An	  outcomes	  based	  approach	  to	  understanding	  governance	  undermines	  the	  political	  nature	  or	  a	  collaborative	  decision	  making	  process	  (Castro	  2007;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  	  Defining	  water	  governance	  through	  the	  lens	  of	  IWRM	  is	  restrictive	  and	  focuses	  on	  outcomes.	  	  By	  looking	  at	  it	  as	  an	  autonomous	  element,	  the	  following	  definition	  can	  be	  formed:	  	  “Water	   governance	   consists	   of	   the	   processes	   and	   institutions	   by	  which	  decisions	   that	   affect	  water	  are	  made.	   	  Water	  governance	  does	  not	   include	   practical,	   technical	   and	   routine	   management	   functions	  such	  as	  modeling,	  forecasting,	  constructing	  infrastructure	  and	  staffing.	  	  Water	   governance	   does	   not	   include	   water	   resources	   outcomes”	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011,	  7).	  	  Unlike	  the	  other	  definitions	  as	  listed	  in	  Table	  3.1,	  this	  definition	  defines	  what	  governance	  is	  not	  and	  by	  doing	  so	  places	  greater	  emphasis	  on	  the	  processes	  and	  institutions	  that	  enable	  goal-­‐setting	  and	  problem-­‐solving	  by	  affected	  stakeholders	  (Castro	  2007).	  	  By	  excluding	  outcomes,	  administrative	  and	  technical	  aspects,	  this	  definition	  can	  be	  useful	  in	  identifying	  elements	  of	  good	  governance	  that	  can	  be	  used	  to	  assess	  current	  states	  and	  uncover	  where	  improvements	  are	  needed	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  	  
3.4 What	  is	  good	  governance?	  	  Most	  of	  the	  questions	  surrounding	  water	  governance	  are	  aimed	  at	  improving	  current	  processes	  and	  structures	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  According	  to	  the	  United	  Nations,	  the	  idea	  of	  good	  governance	  “promotes	  equity,	  participation,	  pluralism,	  transparency,	  accountability	  and	  the	  rule	  of	  law,	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  is	  effective,	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efficient	  and	  enduring”	  (United	  Nations	  N.D.).	  	  Alternately,	  poor	  governance	  leads	  to	  political,	  social	  and	  institutional	  failure	  (Rogers	  and	  Hall	  2003).	  However,	  like	  governance	  there	  exists	  no	  widely	  accepted	  definition	  of	  good	  governance	  and	  no	  widely	  accepted	  best	  practices	  or	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  	  As	  with	  governance,	  the	  IWRM	  paradigm	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  problematic	  for	  understanding	  good	  governance.	  	  IWRM	  considers	  governance	  a	  tool	  to	  facilitate	  reaching	  goals;	  therefore,	  under	  the	  IWRM	  paradigm,	  good	  governance	  leads	  to	  good	  outcomes	  (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011;	  Biswas	  and	  Tortajada	  2010;	  De	  Stefano,	  Gilsanz,	  and	  Gil	  2010).	  	  However,	  this	  view	  negates	  the	  processes	  and	  structures	  of	  governance	  to	  just	  focus	  on	  the	  end	  results.	  	  For	  example,	  Cambodia	  has	  been	  used	  to	  demonstrate	  
good	  governance	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  goals	  related	  to	  water	  quality	  and	  availability	  were	  met	  (Biswas	  and	  Tortajada	  2010).	  	  While	  water	  infrastructure	  and	  delivery	  had	  been	  improved,	  the	  structures	  and	  processes	  to	  reach	  that	  goal	  were	  not	  assessed	  on	  anything	  other	  than	  achieving	  a	  desired	  outcome.	  	  Governance	  was	  not	  used	  to	  identify	  the	  issues	  and	  find	  the	  solutions;	  the	  UN	  and	  its	  members	  decided	  what	  needed	  to	  be	  done	  and	  governance	  became	  the	  tool	  with	  which	  collaboration	  between	  the	  Cambodian	  government,	  private	  industry	  and	  international	  organizations	  occurred	  (Biswas	  and	  Tortajada	  2010).	  	  Using	  IWRM	  to	  define	  governance	  assesses	  only	  the	  outcomes	  and	  overlooks	  such	  benchmarks	  as	  developing	  management	  that	  aligns	  with	  society,	  or	  to	  say	  “international	  definitions	  of	  good	  outcomes	  do	  not	  necessarily	  coincide	  with	  those	  that	  are	  locally	  generated”	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(Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011,	  6).	  	  Therefore,	  a	  more	  comprehensive	  approach	  to	  assessing	  governance	  is	  preferable.	  	  	  Although	  each	  system	  of	  governance	  is	  unique	  to	  the	  social,	  political	  and	  environmental	  context	  in	  which	  they	  are	  introduced,	  there	  are	  some	  common	  pillars	  that	  promote	  good	  governance	  (Rogers	  and	  Hall	  2003).	  	  However,	  without	  a	  universally	  accepted	  understanding,	  there	  is	  no	  clear	  consensus	  and	  terminology	  is	  inconsistent	  as	  shown	  in	  Table	  3.2.	  	  Without	  consistency	  in	  how	  good	  governance	  is	  defined,	  improvements	  to	  current	  systems	  are	  difficult	  to	  identify	  and	  solve.	  	  This	  section	  suggests	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  that	  can	  be	  used	  in	  evaluations:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  transparency.	  	  
Table	  3.2:	  	  Variations	  of	  good	  governance	  
Dimensions	  of	  Good	  Governance	   Source	  inclusiveness,	  accountability,	  participation,	  transparency,	  predictability	  and	  responsiveness	   (Rogers	  and	  Hall	  2003)	  accountability	  and	  legitimacy;	  actors	  and	  roles;	  fit,	  interplay	  and	  scale;	  adaptability,	  flexibility	  and	  learning;	  evaluation;	  and	  knowledge	   (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009)	  openness	  and	  transparency;	  broad	  participation;	  rule	  of	  law	  (predictability);	  and	  ethics,	  including	  integrity	  (control	  of	  corruption)	   (Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011)	  coordinated	  decision	  making;	  responsive	  decision	  making;	  goals	  and	  goal	  shift;	  financial	  sustainability;	  organizational	  design;	  role	  of	  law;	  training	  and	  capacity	  building;	  information	  and	  research;	  accountability	  and	  monitoring;	  private	  and	  public	  sector	  roles	  
(Hooper	  2010)	  
voice	  and	  accountability;	  political	  stability	  and	  absence	  of	  violence;	  government	  effectiveness;	  regulatory	  quality;	  rule	  of	  law;	  control	  of	  corruption	   (World	  Bank	  Group	  N.D.)	  legitimacy,	  respect,	  equity,	  competence,	  and	  accountability	   (McCall	  and	  Dunn	  2012)	  credibility,	  stability,	  adaptive,	  inclusive	   (Biermann	  2007)	  legitimacy,	  transparency,	  accountability,	  inclusiveness,	  fairness,	  integration,	  capability,	  and	  adaptability	   (Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010)	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3.4.1 Pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  	  Governance	  is	  complex	  and	  attempts	  to	  manage	  wicked	  problems	  such	  as	  those	  associated	  with	  water.	  	  	  With	  a	  desire	  to	  improve	  current	  structures	  and	  processes,	  evaluations	  are	  necessary	  and	  require	  identifying	  best	  practices.	  	  Just	  as	  there	  is	  inconsistency	  in	  defining	  what	  good	  governance	  is,	  the	  literature	  is	  broad	  and	  diverse	  in	  identifying	  what	  elements	  of	  governance	  are	  important	  for	  managing	  water;	  however,	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  were	  selected	  by	  comparing	  and	  combining	  the	  definitions	  and	  selecting	  reoccurring	  elements.	  	  The	  five	  pillars	  reflect	  the	  academic	  water	  governance	  literature	  and	  the	  grey	  literature	  related	  to	  Alberta’s	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  Instead	  of	  focusing	  on	  outcomes,	  the	  five	  pillars	  capture	  the	  processes	  within	  water	  governance	  and	  include:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  transparency.	  	  These	  five	  elements	  are	  used	  in	  this	  study	  as	  the	  foundation	  for	  not	  only	  decision	  making	  but	  also	  the	  evaluation	  of	  the	  governance	  process.	  
3.4.1.1 Accountability	  	  Accountability	  is	  often	  noted	  in	  the	  literature	  as	  necessary	  for	  good	  governance.	  	  It	  has	  been	  used	  to	  conceptualize	  (World	  Bank	  Group	  N.D.;	  Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010;	  Rogers	  and	  Hall	  2003;	  de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009)	  and	  evaluate	  governance	  (Hooper	  2010;	  McCall	  and	  Dunn	  2012).	  	  Accountability	  is	  related	  to	  formal	  structures	  and	  how	  those	  formal	  structures	  lead	  to	  outcomes.	  	  As	  Lockwood	  (2010,	  993)	  described,	  it	  “refers	  to	  the	  allocation	  and	  acceptance	  of	  responsibility	  for	  decisions	  and	  actions,	  and	  the	  demonstration	  of	  whether	  and	  how	  these	  responsibilities	  have	  been	  met.”	  	  Clear	  roles	  and	  responsibilities,	  checks	  and	  balances,	  designated	  authority,	  and	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timely	  responses	  all	  enhance	  accountability	  and	  are	  best	  prescribed	  rather	  than	  allowed	  to	  form	  or	  be	  established	  freely	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  Clear	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  identify	  necessary	  skills	  and	  resources	  and	  direct	  efficiency	  within	  a	  governance	  system	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  They	  establish	  direction	  and	  boundaries	  for	  individuals	  and	  partners	  involved	  in	  the	  process,	  strengthening	  coordination	  and	  collaboration	  through	  expectations.	  	  	  Checks	  and	  balances	  can	  be	  used	  to	  monitor	  if	  responsibilities	  are	  being	  met	  and	  also	  prevent	  the	  abuse	  of	  power.	  	  They	  ensure	  that	  decisions	  are	  made	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  the	  stakeholders	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  One	  version	  of	  a	  check	  and	  balance	  is	  using	  an	  approach	  that	  draws	  on	  both	  local	  knowledge	  and	  science.	  	  This	  can	  serve	  to	  ensure	  decisions	  are	  well	  informed	  and	  practical	  in	  nature.	  	  Checks	  and	  balances	  also	  enhance	  another	  aspect	  of	  accountability:	  legitimacy	  (Taylor	  and	  de	  Loe	  2012).	  	  	  Legitimacy	  is	  an	  aspect	  of	  accountability	  that	  refers	  to	  the	  validity,	  public	  acceptance,	  and	  integrity	  of	  those	  holding	  authority	  (Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010).	  	  It	  contributes	  to	  “credible,	  stable	  and	  inclusive”	  democratic	  governance	  (Biermann	  2007,	  333).	  	  Accountability	  and	  subsequently	  legitimacy	  are	  built	  into	  governance	  not	  only	  by	  incorporating	  local	  knowledge	  and	  science	  into	  decision	  making	  but	  also	  by	  balancing	  power	  and	  priorities,	  and	  responding	  to	  the	  wide	  variety	  of	  demands	  and	  conditions	  (Rogers	  and	  Hall	  2003;	  Taylor	  and	  de	  Loe	  2012;	  Heikkila	  and	  Gerlack	  2005).	  	  By	  placing	  value	  on	  the	  stakeholders	  an	  their	  views,	  public	  support	  and	  interest	  in	  the	  governance	  process	  can	  be	  built.	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3.4.1.2 Adaptability	  	  Adaptability	  refers	  to	  governance	  systems	  that	  are	  flexible	  and	  have	  the	  capacity	  to	  function	  under	  uncertainty	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  To	  be	  adaptive,	  “the	  incorporation	  of	  new	  knowledge	  and	  learning	  into	  decision	  making	  and	  implementation;	  anticipation	  and	  management	  of	  threats,	  opportunities,	  and	  associated	  risks;	  and	  systematic	  reflection	  on	  individual,	  organizational,	  and	  system	  performance”	  is	  necessary	  (Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010,	  996).	  	  As	  new	  climate	  data	  and	  knowledge	  has	  become	  available,	  concerns	  over	  water	  scarcity	  has	  increased	  the	  risk	  for	  conflict,	  resulting	  in	  academic	  literature	  that	  is	  heavy	  with	  research	  on	  conflict	  resolution	  (Funder	  et	  al.	  2010).	  	  However,	  adaptability	  extends	  beyond	  conflict	  resolution.	  	  	   For	  governance	  to	  be	  adaptive,	  there	  needs	  to	  exist	  an	  understanding	  that	  decisions	  have	  a	  broader	  context	  that	  extends	  to	  all	  reaches	  of	  society.	  	  Water	  issues	  take	  place	  over	  various	  scales	  and	  affect	  individuals	  with	  differing	  needs;	  therefore,	  multi-­‐scale	  governance	  is	  needed	  to	  deal	  with	  ever	  changing	  political,	  economic,	  social	  and	  environmental	  conditions	  and	  building	  adaptability	  and	  resilience	  (Akamani	  and	  Wilson	  2011).	  	  Adaptability	  may	  be	  further	  enhanced	  by	  encouraging	  the	  incorporation	  of	  informal	  relationships	  that	  exist	  outside	  formal	  political	  structures	  into	  the	  decision	  making	  process	  (Innes,	  Connick,	  and	  Booher	  2004).	  	  This	  flexibility	  builds	  a	  big	  picture	  view	  of	  issues	  and	  solutions	  and	  serves	  to	  build	  bridges	  between	  the	  public	  and	  decision	  makers	  and	  enhance	  innovation	  and	  adaptability.	  Flexibility	  not	  only	  applies	  to	  governance	  structures	  but	  also	  to	  governance	  processes.	  	  Methods	  of	  acquiring	  and	  sharing	  new	  data	  and	  knowledge	  between	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members,	  the	  partnerships	  and	  the	  public	  are	  needed	  along	  with	  flexible	  processes	  that	  can	  respond	  to	  the	  information	  in	  a	  timely	  fashion	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  Flexibility	  and	  adaptability	  can	  be	  enhanced	  by	  conducing	  regular	  reviews	  and	  evaluations	  and	  developing	  short	  term	  initiatives	  that	  allow	  for	  modification	  and	  incorporating	  provisions	  for	  extreme	  events	  (McCaffrey	  2003).	  	  Adaptability	  addresses	  uncertainty	  and	  ongoing	  change	  through	  knowledge	  development	  and	  application,	  relationship	  building,	  conflict	  resolution	  and	  flexibility.	  
3.4.1.3 Participation	  	  With	  the	  transition	  from	  a	  top-­‐down	  government	  approach	  to	  decision	  making	  to	  governance,	  participation	  becomes	  important	  and	  is	  the	  focus	  of	  much	  research.	  	  The	  literature	  has	  aimed	  at	  either	  describing	  participatory	  approaches	  (Reed	  2008;	  Perkins	  2011)	  or	  comment	  on	  the	  quality	  of	  participation	  in	  existing	  systems	  (De	  Stefano	  2010;	  Webler	  and	  Tuler	  2001).	  	  Decentralization	  requires	  the	  involvement	  of	  non-­‐state	  stakeholders	  to	  encourage	  broad,	  balanced	  and	  inclusive	  participation	  that	  reduces	  marginalization	  and	  improves	  trust	  (Reed	  2008;	  Biermann	  2007;	  Cuppen	  2011;	  de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  Participation	  invites	  local	  and	  traditional	  knowledge	  to	  contribute	  to	  decision	  making.	  	  It	  enables	  the	  opinions	  and	  needs	  of	  those	  most	  immediately	  affected	  by	  water	  issues	  to	  be	  heard	  (Reed	  2008;	  Berkes,	  Colding,	  and	  Folke	  2000;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).	  	   Participation	  involves	  the	  engagement	  of	  three	  parties:	  the	  government,	  key	  stakeholders	  and	  the	  general	  public.	  	  Information	  and	  opportunities	  to	  consult	  must	  be	  made	  regularly	  available	  to	  the	  general	  public	  to	  engage	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  decision	  making	  process.	  	  While	  this	  applies	  to	  key	  stakeholders,	  they	  hold	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additional	  responsibility	  to	  be	  actively	  involved	  in	  formal	  governance	  structures	  (Slavíková	  and	  Jílková	  2011).	  	  The	  interest	  in	  participating	  comes	  from	  having	  a	  process	  that	  meets	  the	  needs	  and	  desires	  of	  the	  stakeholders	  (Webler	  and	  Tuler	  2001).	  
3.4.1.4 Rule	  of	  Law	  	  Governance	  systems	  require	  alignment	  with	  political	  and	  social	  structures	  for	  decisions	  to	  be	  practicable.	  	  Rule	  of	  law	  establishes	  governance	  within	  an	  ethical,	  just	  and	  legal	  framework	  to	  encourage	  compliance	  with	  existing	  legislation,	  regulation	  and	  policy	  (Rogers	  and	  Hall	  2003;	  Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010).	  	  Rule	  of	  law	  includes	  integration	  with	  legislation	  and	  regulation;	  government	  support,	  commitment	  and	  leadership,	  and	  the	  application	  of	  appropriate	  scales	  and	  boundaries	  for	  governance	  partnerships	  (United	  Nations	  Development	  1997).	  	  	  Without	  government	  support,	  governance	  systems	  struggle	  to	  remain	  viable.	  	  It	  has	  been	  demonstrated	  that	  with	  a	  dependence	  upon	  volunteer	  labour,	  governance	  partnerships	  experience	  difficulty	  in	  functioning	  autonomously	  and	  require	  financial,	  technical	  and	  administrative	  support	  (Lurie	  and	  Hibbard	  2008).	  	  Government	  traditionally	  supplies	  the	  support	  enabling	  governance	  to	  thrive.	  Government	  support	  is	  also	  applicable	  in	  the	  development	  of	  scale	  and	  jurisdictional	  boundaries	  for	  governance	  systems.	  	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  suggests	  the	  use	  of	  river	  or	  catchment	  basins	  as	  boundaries	  for	  management	  (GWP	  TAC,	  2000).	  	  Within	  Alberta,	  it	  is	  recognized	  that	  water	  issues	  are	  most	  immediate	  at	  the	  local,	  watershed	  level.	  	  Boundaries	  for	  planning	  in	  Alberta	  have	  therefore	  been	  established	  at	  a	  watershed	  scale,	  supporting	  the	  IWRM	  directive	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(Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).	  	  Complexity	  at	  this	  scale	  may	  result	  from	  basin	  boundaries	  intersecting	  multiple	  political	  boundaries	  requiring	  participation,	  communication	  and	  cooperation	  from	  multi-­‐scale	  governments	  and	  stakeholders	  to	  maintain	  a	  governance	  system	  that	  follows	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  (Ako,	  Eyong,	  and	  Nkeng	  2009).	  	  	  
3.4.1.5 Transparency	  	  Transparency	  is	  about	  information	  and	  communication.	  	  It	  allows	  for	  open	  and	  visible	  governance	  structures	  and	  processes,	  and	  clear	  reasoning	  as	  to	  how	  and	  why	  decisions	  are	  made	  (Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010).	  	  Opinions	  can	  be	  expressed,	  agendas	  exposed	  and	  questions	  answered	  when	  all	  partners	  are	  transparent.	  	  Strong	  communication	  and	  knowledge	  sharing	  networks	  support	  transparency	  and	  builds	  coordination,	  collaboration,	  integration,	  trust,	  honesty	  and	  respect	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2011;	  Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010;	  de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009;	  Weible,	  Siddiki,	  and	  Pierce	  2011).	  	  Good	  governance	  is	  supported	  through	  the	  development	  of	  transparent	  processes.	  At	  all	  levels	  and	  between	  all	  participants	  transparency	  is	  invaluable.	  	  Multi-­‐scale	  transparency	  leads	  to	  the	  integration	  of	  goals,	  problems	  and	  solutions	  and	  prevents	  the	  duplication	  of	  efforts	  (Lockwood	  et	  al.	  2010).	  	  It	  promotes	  understanding.	  	  Data	  and	  information	  need	  not	  only	  presentation	  to	  other	  partnerships,	  the	  public,	  stakeholders	  and	  government,	  but	  often	  interpretation,	  explanation,	  and	  justification	  of	  relevance	  as	  well.	  	  Openness	  and	  transparency	  allow	  for	  that	  through	  “public	  availability	  of	  data,	  extended	  peer	  review,	  explicit	  quality	  controls,	  public	  debate,	  and	  increased	  public	  accountability	  of	  decision	  makers	  and	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policy	  advisers”	  (Smith	  and	  Kelly	  2003,	  336).	  	  Transparency	  allows	  each	  viewpoint	  to	  express	  its	  value	  as	  an	  equal	  to	  all	  others	  and	  contribute	  to	  a	  decision	  making	  process	  that	  aims	  to	  be	  fair	  and	  informed.	  
3.5 Evaluating	  good	  governance	  	  With	  complex	  governance	  structures	  and	  processes,	  evaluations	  are	  necessary	  for	  ensuring	  that	  outcomes	  are	  being	  met	  and	  good	  decisions	  are	  being	  made	  and	  must	  include	  both	  social	  and	  environmental	  outcomes:	  environmental	  performance	  indicators	  and	  targets,	  and	  changes	  in	  behavior	  and	  perspectives	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  Evaluations	  provide	  checks	  to	  recognize	  whether	  the	  needs	  of	  participants	  and	  programs	  are	  being	  met	  (Danielson,	  Webler,	  and	  Tuler	  2009).	  	  Some	  research	  has	  focused	  on	  outcomes	  as	  a	  means	  to	  identify	  and	  evaluate	  good	  governance	  (Biswas	  and	  Tortajada	  2010;	  De	  Stefano,	  Gilsanz,	  and	  Gil	  2010).	  	  These	  types	  of	  evaluations	  that	  consider	  only	  the	  outcomes	  follow	  an	  outdated	  paradigm	  where	  decisions	  lead	  to	  predictable	  results,	  but	  governance	  is	  more	  complicated	  than	  just	  a	  machine	  that	  turns	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  (IWRM)	  goals	  into	  targeted	  outcomes.	  	  Governance	  systems	  involve	  “learning,	  feedback	  and	  adaptations	  [that]	  take	  place	  through	  linked,	  self-­‐organizing	  networks,	  as	  opposed	  to	  a	  mechanistic	  model	  of	  inputs	  and	  outputs”	  (Connick	  and	  Innes	  2003,	  195).	  	  Therefore,	  evaluations	  must	  acknowledge	  that	  complexity	  and	  focus	  on	  understanding	  the	  processes	  as	  opposed	  to	  just	  the	  outcomes.	  Research	  has	  been	  done	  to	  attempt	  to	  evaluate	  various	  governance	  systems.	  	  In	  California,	  multiple	  case	  studies	  spanning	  15	  years	  incorporated	  interviews	  to	  understanding	  the	  perspectives	  of	  key	  stakeholders	  and	  staff	  of	  collaborative	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governance	  organizations	  (Connick	  and	  Innes	  2003).	  	  The	  results	  demonstrated	  that	  collaboration	  leads	  to	  conflict	  resolution	  and	  adaptability	  through	  “the	  building	  of	  social	  and	  political	  capital,	  the	  learning	  and	  change,	  the	  development	  of	  high-­‐quality	  information,	  new	  and	  innovative	  ideas,	  new	  institutions	  and	  practices	  that	  are	  adaptive	  and	  flexible”	  (Connick	  and	  Innes	  2003,	  196).	  A	  similar	  approach	  was	  used	  to	  analyse	  changes	  in	  conflict	  resolution	  following	  the	  implementation	  of	  Lake	  Tahoe	  Environmental	  Impact	  Plan	  and	  collaborative	  governance	  in	  Colorado.	  	  The	  study	  delivered	  three	  questionnaires	  over	  a	  period	  of	  20	  years	  to	  develop	  a	  comparison	  between	  two	  behavioural	  frameworks	  that	  had	  previously	  been	  used	  in	  isolation	  to	  explain	  changes	  in	  group	  perception.	  	  The	  researchers	  found	  that	  collaboration	  was	  favoured	  by	  stakeholders	  and	  over	  time	  resulted	  in	  more	  positive	  views	  of	  each	  other	  despite	  differences	  (Weible,	  Siddiki,	  and	  Pierce	  2011).	  	  These	  qualitative	  studies	  in	  Colorado	  and	  California	  required	  large	  time	  investments.	  	  They	  also	  focused	  narrowly	  on	  one	  aspect	  of	  governance:	  collaboration	  in	  California	  and	  conflict	  resolution	  in	  Colorado.	  	  Other	  projects	  in	  the	  US	  and	  Europe	  have	  attempted	  to	  derive	  evaluative	  questionnaires	  that	  can	  be	  applied	  to	  multiple	  systems	  for	  comparative	  value.	  	  	  Hooper	  (2010)	  attempted	  to	  develop	  a	  nation-­‐wide	  self-­‐assessment	  tool	  for	  basin	  management	  commissions	  in	  the	  United	  States.	  	  However,	  two	  problems	  were	  uncovered:	  first,	  the	  nature	  of	  self-­‐assessment	  diminishes	  transparency,	  and	  second,	  local	  differences	  between	  basins	  are	  great	  enough	  to	  disallow	  a	  national	  standard.	  	  Each	  governance	  situation	  has	  its	  own	  indicators	  of	  good	  governance	  (Hooper	  2010).	  	  In	  Europe	  a	  similar	  standardized	  schema	  for	  evaluating	  governance	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processes	  was	  tested;	  although	  it	  provided	  baseline	  data	  that	  could	  potentially	  be	  used	  in	  future	  evaluations,	  there	  were	  enough	  differences	  between	  the	  systems	  that	  the	  comparative	  value	  of	  the	  data	  was	  insufficient	  (De	  Stefano,	  Gilsanz,	  and	  Gil	  2010).	  	  From	  these	  results	  it	  can	  be	  asserted	  that	  while	  governance	  processes	  can	  be	  evaluated	  using	  qualitative	  techniques,	  the	  data	  cannot	  be	  used	  comparatively.	  Another	  qualitative	  approach	  that	  has	  been	  used	  in	  environmental	  research	  is	  the	  Q-­‐method.	  	  While	  questionnaires	  permit	  respondents	  to	  impress	  their	  perspective	  upon	  a	  set	  of	  statements,	  the	  Q-­‐method	  allows	  participants	  to	  express	  their	  perspectives.	  	  (See	  Chapter	  4	  for	  more	  information	  on	  the	  Q-­‐method.)	  	  The	  Q-­‐Method	  has	  been	  used	  to	  identify	  perspective	  of	  good	  governance	  in	  the	  United	  States	  (Webler	  and	  Tuler	  2001).	  	  Although	  there	  has	  yet	  to	  be	  a	  project	  that	  uses	  the	  Q-­‐method	  exclusively	  to	  evaluate	  governance,	  it	  has	  been	  recognized	  as	  an	  acceptable	  method	  for	  evaluating	  governance	  processes	  (Danielson,	  Webler,	  and	  Tuler	  2009).	  There	  has	  yet	  to	  be	  a	  widely	  accepted	  method	  to	  conduct	  evaluations	  of	  governance	  aside	  from	  a	  qualitative	  approach.	  	  Much	  of	  the	  research	  has	  aimed	  to	  find	  an	  appropriate	  method	  to	  evaluate	  governance	  programs	  based	  on	  outcomes	  or	  by	  developing	  standardized	  methods	  of	  evaluation.	  	  There	  is	  still	  much	  room	  for	  expanding	  the	  knowledge	  of	  governance	  systems	  and	  evaluations	  of	  governance	  systems.	  	  
3.6 Summary	  	  Environmental	  degradation	  and	  resource	  scarcity	  due	  to	  human	  development	  and	  population	  growth	  has	  been	  a	  global	  concern	  for	  several	  decades.	  	  Consequently,	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sustainable	  development	  has	  replaced	  prior	  values	  to	  ensure	  current	  and	  future	  generations	  continue	  to	  thrive.	  	  IWRM	  was	  developed	  as	  a	  method	  of	  building	  sustainability	  into	  pluralistic	  societies,	  such	  that	  decision	  making	  occurs	  through	  governance	  rather	  than	  government	  and	  permits	  all	  views	  and	  perspectives	  to	  contribute	  to	  the	  process.	  	  	  As	  many	  nation	  states	  are	  transitioning	  from	  government	  to	  governance	  for	  managing	  water	  resources,	  research	  has	  frequently	  focused	  on	  the	  initial	  implementation	  of	  IWRM	  and	  water	  governance	  through	  case	  studies.	  	  However,	  there	  are	  cases	  where	  governance	  systems	  have	  been	  in	  place	  for	  several	  years	  where	  evaluations	  of	  current	  processes	  are	  now	  possible.	  	  As	  was	  discussed	  in	  the	  previous	  section,	  evaluations	  of	  current	  governance	  systems	  have	  not	  been	  undertaken	  extensively	  and	  there	  are	  no	  standardized	  procedures	  set	  in	  place	  to	  do	  so.	  	  The	  province	  of	  Alberta	  has	  already	  undergone	  a	  basic	  transition	  from	  government	  to	  governance	  with	  respect	  to	  water	  management	  through	  the	  adoption	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy;	  however,	  a	  larger	  integration	  of	  strategies,	  frameworks,	  plans	  and	  legislation	  across	  environmental	  media	  is	  beginning	  to	  take	  shape	  through	  the	  Alberta	  Land	  Stewardship	  Act	  (ALSA)	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  (LUF).	  	  The	  present	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  gather	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  current	  governance	  process	  in	  terms	  of	  good	  governance	  prior	  to	  change	  and	  identify	  areas	  of	  strength	  and	  others	  that	  require	  improvement	  such	  that	  stakeholders	  will	  continue	  to	  support	  the	  system.	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4 Methods	  	  To	  evaluate	  the	  water	  governance	  process	  in	  Alberta	  in	  terms	  of	  good	  governance,	  suitable	  research	  methods	  had	  to	  be	  selected.	  	  With	  an	  interest	  in	  understanding	  the	  process	  rather	  than	  the	  outcomes,	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  became	  essential	  in	  the	  selection	  process.	  	  Without	  having	  any	  prior	  data	  regarding	  stakeholder	  perspectives,	  the	  Q-­‐method	  was	  considered.	  	  The	  following	  chapter	  describes	  why	  the	  Q-­‐method	  was	  selected,	  and	  how	  it	  was	  used	  to	  identify	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  on	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  process	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law,	  and	  transparency.	  	  	  
4.1 Selecting	  a	  method:	  R-­‐method	  vs.	  Q-­‐method	  	  Recognizing	  that	  water	  governance	  is	  a	  social	  activity,	  qualitative	  methods	  are	  frequently	  employed	  in	  governance	  research.	  	  With	  case	  studies	  and	  interviews	  being	  most	  common,	  no	  method	  has	  become	  widely	  accepted.	  	  Within	  the	  current	  literature,	  several	  projects	  have	  utilized	  case	  study	  methods	  to	  evaluate	  governance	  around	  the	  world	  including	  the	  European	  Union	  (Hammer	  et	  al.	  2011),	  Cambodia	  (Biswas	  and	  Tortajada	  2010),	  and	  India,	  Bolivia	  and	  Mali	  (Rist	  et	  al.	  2007).	  	  In	  the	  report	  From	  Government	  to	  Governance	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009)	  a	  case	  study	  of	  the	  Australian	  Murray-­‐Darling	  Basin	  was	  used	  to	  exemplify	  water	  governance.	  	  Case	  studies	  often	  provide	  an	  objective,	  outsider	  view	  of	  governance	  while	  stakeholder	  interviews,	  workshops	  and	  questionnaires	  can	  expose	  a	  more	  subjective	  understanding	  through	  stakeholder	  perspectives.	  	  The	  use	  of	  interviews,	  workshops	  and	  questionnaires	  have	  been	  used	  successfully	  in	  Oregon	  (Lurie	  and	  Hibbard	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2008),	  and	  the	  Murray-­‐Darling	  Basin	  (Wallis	  and	  Ison	  2011).	  	  Case	  studies	  and	  interviews	  provide	  strong	  qualitative	  analyses;	  however,	  methods	  that	  combine	  quantitative	  and	  quantitative	  methods	  such	  as	  surveys	  are	  more	  robust,	  which	  was	  desirable	  for	  this	  study.	  	  Survey	  methods	  are	  useful	  in	  quantifying	  qualitative	  data	  and	  two	  types	  were	  considered	  in	  this	  study:	  R-­‐method	  and	  Q-­‐method.	  	  R-­‐method	  surveys	  rely	  upon	  a	  large	  number	  of	  random	  respondents	  to	  rank	  very	  clear	  and	  specific	  statements	  to	  express	  their	  individual	  viewpoints	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012,	  64).	  	  These	  types	  of	  surveys	  rely	  upon	  the	  existence	  of	  previous	  knowledge	  of	  the	  respondents	  such	  that	  the	  variables	  are	  the	  survey	  statements	  or	  questions	  themselves.	  	  These	  variables	  are	  clearly	  defined	  and	  leave	  little	  to	  no	  room	  for	  individual	  interpretation.	  	  The	  results	  quantify	  opinion	  distribution	  within	  a	  population.	  	  This	  is	  different	  from	  Q-­‐method	  surveys	  which	  invite	  a	  small	  and	  select	  group	  of	  participants	  to	  sort	  a	  set	  of	  statements	  upon	  which	  their	  viewpoints	  can	  be	  impressed	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012,	  64).	  	  With	  the	  Q-­‐method,	  the	  participants,	  not	  the	  statements	  are	  variables.	  	  The	  Q-­‐method	  differentiates	  perspectives	  that	  are	  shared	  to	  varying	  degrees	  between	  the	  variables	  unlike	  an	  R-­‐method	  survey,	  which	  reveals	  distribution	  and	  dominance	  between	  perspectives	  (Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999;	  Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  	  	  More	  traditionally	  used	  by	  psychologists	  and	  political	  scientists,	  the	  Q-­‐method	  has	  been	  used	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  applications	  including	  understanding	  perceptions	  regarding	  advertising	  (Dewar	  and	  Li	  2007),	  health	  sciences	  (Antretter	  et	  al.	  2008),	  the	  meaning	  of	  place	  (Hutson	  2007),	  environmental	  and	  wildlife	  management	  (Doody	  et	  al.	  2009;	  Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999;	  Chamberlain	  2006;	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Rutherford	  et	  al.	  2009)	  and	  energy	  development	  (Cotton	  and	  Devine-­‐Wright	  2011;	  Brannstrom	  and	  Jepson	  2011;	  Venables	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  It	  has	  been	  successfully	  used	  in	  social	  science	  research	  and	  has	  only	  recently	  started	  to	  become	  more	  popular	  in	  the	  study	  of	  environmental	  management	  and	  governance.	  	  Q-­‐Method	  studies	  have	  been	  used	  in	  governance	  research	  to	  inform	  wildlife	  conservation	  policies	  in	  Banff	  National	  Park	  (Rutherford	  et	  al.	  2009),	  to	  understand	  perceptions	  of	  nature	  for	  policy	  development	  in	  the	  UK	  (Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999),	  to	  uncover	  perceptions	  of	  public	  participation	  in	  New	  England	  and	  New	  York	  state	  (Webler	  and	  Tuler	  2001),	  and	  to	  define	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  an	  environmental	  action	  plan	  (Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  	  In	  each	  of	  these	  studies,	  the	  knowledge	  gathered	  pertained	  to	  identifying	  variation	  in	  the	  ways	  a	  population	  perceived	  a	  given	  topic.	  	  Similarly	  within	  this	  study,	  the	  interest	  is	  in	  understanding	  the	  different	  stakeholder	  perceptions	  of	  the	  current	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  in	  which	  case,	  the	  Q-­‐method	  is	  most	  suitable.	  	  	  
4.2 Q-­‐method	  Procedure	  	  This	  project	  followed	  the	  Q-­‐method	  protocol	  as	  was	  described	  in	  the	  book	  Doing	  Q	  
Methodological	  Research	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  Although	  the	  method	  is	  flexible	  and	  adaptable,	  there	  are	  six	  defined	  steps	  (Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999;	  Brown	  1996;	  Brown	  1980;	  Stephenson	  1953;	  Venables	  et	  al.	  2009;	  Webler	  and	  Tuler	  2001;	  Woolley,	  McGinnis,	  and	  Herms	  2000).	  	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  clearly	  describe	  how	  to	  prepare,	  conduct	  and	  analyze	  a	  Q-­‐sort	  using	  the	  six-­‐step	  procedure.	  	  This	  section	  will	  outline	  those	  steps	  and	  how	  they	  were	  addressed	  in	  this	  research	  project.	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4.2.1 Identify	  the	  theme	  and	  subject	  population	  	  The	  theme	  for	  this	  project	  was	  the	  evaluation	  of	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  system	  in	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  River	  Basin	  under	  the	  imminent	  implementation	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan.	  	  This	  research	  was	  specifically	  interested	  in	  understanding	  how	  members	  of	  the	  water	  governance	  partnerships	  within	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  (SSRP)	  boundaries	  perceived	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  within	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  transparency.	  	  To	  ensure	  the	  entire	  region	  was	  included,	  study	  participants	  were	  selected	  from	  members	  of	  the	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils,	  exclusively	  the	  Bow	  River	  Basin	  Council	  (BRBC),	  the	  Milk	  River	  Watershed	  Council	  Canada	  (MRWCC),	  the	  Oldman	  Watershed	  Council	  (OWC),	  the	  South	  East	  Alberta	  Watershed	  Alliance	  (SEAWA),	  and	  the	  Red	  Deer	  River	  Watershed	  Alliance	  (RDRWA);	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  in	  southern	  Alberta;	  and	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council.	  	  It	  was	  important	  to	  have	  perspectives	  from	  all	  corners	  of	  the	  SSRP	  boundaries	  in	  the	  case	  that	  geographical	  location	  influenced	  perception.	  Since	  the	  project	  was	  interested	  in	  understanding	  water	  governance	  under	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy,	  it	  was	  necessary	  for	  participants	  to	  have	  had	  experience	  as	  a	  stakeholder	  member	  in	  a	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Council	  (WPAC),	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Group	  (WSG)	  and	  or	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  (AWC).	  	  Table	  4.1	  lists	  the	  criteria	  that	  were	  used	  to	  select	  participants	  based	  on	  their	  experience	  with	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  All	  participants	  had	  been	  engaged	  in	  at	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least	  one	  partnership	  for	  more	  than	  a	  year	  and	  had	  experience	  and	  knowledge	  to	  share.	   	  
Table	  4.1:	  	  Selection	  criteria	  and	  justification	  for	  study	  participants	  
Criteria	   Justification	  
• Experience	  as	  a	  member	  of	  a	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Group	  within	  the	  boundaries	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  River	  Basin;	  and	  or,	  as	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Bow	  River	  Basin	  Council,	  the	  Milk	  River	  Watershed	  Council	  Canada,	  the	  Oldman	  Watershed	  Council,	  Red	  Deer	  Watershed	  Alliance	  or	  the	  South	  Eastern	  Alberta	  Watershed	  Alliance;	  and	  or,	  as	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  
Ø Has	  in	  depth	  knowledge	  and	  experience	  with	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy,	  the	  structure	  of	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta,	  the	  State	  of	  the	  Watershed	  reporting	  (which	  were	  completed	  between	  2005	  and	  2011)	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  (initiated	  in	  2007).	  
• Has	  been	  active	  in	  developing	  plans	  and	  priorities	   Ø Has	  experience	  actively	  participating	  in	  water	  management	  decision	  making	  
• Is	  a	  self-­‐appointed	  volunteer,	  or	  was	  appointed	  or	  elected	  by	  peers	  to	  represent	  a	  particular	  interest	  group	   Ø Has	  personal	  and/or	  a	  organizational	  interest	  in	  water	  management	  
• Holds	  a	  role	  as	  stakeholder,	  excluding	  partnership	  administration	  and	  facilitators,	  government	  policy	  makers	   Ø Not	  interested	  in	  gathering	  the	  perceptions	  of	  those	  in	  administrative	  or	  facilitator	  roles	  but	  those	  involved	  in	  water	  management	  decision	  making	  at	  the	  stakeholder	  level	  	  	   To	  ensure	  a	  broad	  scope	  of	  perspectives,	  location	  and	  membership	  in	  a	  partnership	  were	  not	  enough.	  	  Participants	  were	  also	  selected	  based	  on	  sector.	  	  Table	  4.2	  shows	  the	  expected	  or	  targeted	  participant	  distribution	  and	  the	  actual	  distribution.	  	  As	  is	  common	  practice,	  the	  same	  or	  similar	  group	  is	  used	  to	  both	  develop	  the	  concourse	  and	  complete	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  This	  enables	  the	  researcher	  to	  build	  depth	  of	  understanding.	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Table	  4.2:	  Number	  and	  distribution	  of	  expected	  participants	  by	  sector	  
Pa
rt
ne
rs
hi
p	  
	   Sector	   Sector	  Categories	   #	  of	  Expected	  Interviewees	  
AWC	  
Industry	  
Chemical	  and	  Petrochemical	  
1	  
Irrigation	  Cropping	  Mining	  Oil	  &	  Gas	  Forestry	  Livestock	  Power	  Generation	  
NGOs	  
Environmental	  
1	  Environmental	  Environmental	  Wetlands	  Conservation	  Fisheries	  Habitat	  Conservation	  Lake	  Environment	  Conservation	  WPACs	   1	  
Government	   Large	  Urban	   1	  Small	  Urban	  Rural	  Métis	  Settlements	   1	  
GOA	  &	  Provincial	  Authorities	   Alberta	  Agriculture	   1	  Alberta	  Energy	  Alberta	  ESRD	  Alberta	  Health	  Science	  and	  Research	   1	  
WPAC	  
Industry	  
Tourism/Recreation	   1	  Agriculture	  -­‐	  Non-­‐Irrigated	   2	  Agriculture	  -­‐	  Irrigated	  Business	  Industry	  -­‐	  Renewable	  Industry	  -­‐	  Non-­‐Renewable	  
Government	   First	  Nations	   1	  Health	   1	  Municipalities	   1	  Prov.	  Government	   1	  Fed	  Government	  Other	   Academia	   1	  ENGOs	   2	  General	  Public	   	  	  
WSG	   Government	   Municipal	  Government	   1	  Prov.	  Government	  NGOs	  /	  Societies	  /	  Agencies	   i.e.	  Cows	  &	  Fish,	  Trout	  Unlimited	   1	  Industry	   Landowners	   2	  
None	   First	  Nations	  	   	  	   1	  General	  Public	   	  	   2	  
	   	   	   TOTAL	   24	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   Participant	  recruitment	  was	  initiated	  by	  visiting	  the	  individual	  WPAC	  websites,	  AWC	  website,	  the	  Land	  Stewardship	  Centre	  website	  and	  numerous	  web	  searches	  to	  find	  the	  names	  of	  current	  or	  past	  members.	  	  Where	  contact	  information	  	  was	  available,	  potential	  recruits	  were	  contacted	  directly	  by	  the	  researcher.	  	  In	  some	  cases,	  recruits	  would	  refer	  to	  other	  potential	  contacts	  and	  participants.	  	  To	  fill	  remaining	  gaps,	  WPAC	  staff	  were	  asked	  to	  recruit	  participants.	  In	  this	  project,	  participants	  were	  first	  selected	  for	  interviews	  to	  develop	  the	  concourse	  as	  will	  be	  described	  below	  in	  step	  2	  of	  the	  Q-­‐method.	  	  Those	  participating	  in	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  within	  the	  SSRB	  boundaries	  were	  then	  invited	  to	  complete	  the	  Q-­‐sort;	  however,	  some	  declined	  and	  new	  participants	  were	  selected	  to	  fill	  the	  gaps.	  	  Participants	  were	  selected	  carefully	  in	  terms	  of	  sector	  and	  experience	  criteria	  throughout	  the	  procedure;	  however	  due	  to	  availability,	  the	  distribution	  between	  the	  WPAC	  regions	  was	  unbalanced.	  	  While	  this	  is	  not	  ideal,	  it	  is	  still	  acceptable	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  In	  gathering	  a	  First	  Nation	  perspective,	  an	  individual	  agreed	  to	  participate	  but	  was	  unable	  to	  complete	  the	  Q-­‐sort.	  	  An	  alternate	  representative	  was	  not	  available	  and	  hence	  no	  First	  Nation	  representative	  was	  included	  in	  the	  study.	  	  Difficulty	  in	  engaging	  First	  Nations	  in	  environmental	  governance	  processes	  has	  been	  recognized	  as	  a	  challenge	  in	  Canada	  (Morton,	  Gunton,	  and	  Day	  2012)	  
4.2.2 Generate	  opinion	  statements	  	  After	  defining	  the	  theme	  and	  population,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  understand	  the	  population.	  	  All	  of	  the	  views	  and	  opinions	  present	  regarding	  a	  specific	  topic	  is	  collected	  from	  whatever	  media	  sources	  are	  available	  including	  interviews,	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newspaper	  articles,	  television	  programs	  and	  advertisements,	  brochures,	  pamphlets,	  social	  media	  and	  websites	  to	  develop	  what	  is	  known	  in	  the	  Q-­‐method	  as	  the	  concourse	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  The	  concourse	  for	  this	  study	  was	  developed	  through	  face-­‐to-­‐face,	  semi-­‐structured	  interviews	  (see	  Appendix	  One	  for	  interview	  guide),	  and	  reading	  the	  policy	  and	  recommendation	  documents	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2011;	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  2008b;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009a).	  	  In	  this	  study,	  21	  interviews	  were	  conducted	  and	  449	  concourse	  statements	  were	  extracted,	  which	  is	  acceptable	  and	  comparable	  to	  other	  studies	  (Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  
4.2.3 Reduce	  opinion	  statements	  to	  a	  manageable	  number	  	  The	  concourse	  is	  then	  reduced	  to	  a	  “Q-­‐set,”	  which	  is	  a	  relatively	  small	  collection	  of	  statements	  that	  retains	  the	  breadth	  of	  opinions	  within	  the	  concourse	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012,	  58).	  	  Generally,	  a	  concourse	  of	  200-­‐400	  statements	  will	  be	  reduced	  to	  between	  36	  to	  50	  statements	  (Frantzi,	  et	  al.,	  2009),	  where	  “between	  40	  and	  80	  items	  has	  become	  the	  house	  standard”	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012,	  61).	  	  In	  this	  study,	  the	  Q-­‐set	  needed	  to	  include	  opinions	  related	  to	  the	  evaluative	  criteria	  or	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law,	  and	  transparency.	  	  To	  keep	  balance	  between	  the	  five	  pillars,	  a	  total	  of	  40	  statements	  were	  selected,	  eight	  from	  each	  pillar.	  	  Figure	  4.1	  highlights	  the	  criteria	  used	  to	  select	  the	  Q-­‐set,	  listing	  the	  key	  elements	  of	  the	  five	  pillars	  that	  were	  used	  to	  select	  opinion	  statements.	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Figure 4.1:  Elements	  of	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  used	  to	  select	  the	  Q-­‐set	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   The	  process	  used	  to	  reduce	  the	  449	  statements	  to	  40	  was	  a	  tabletop	  exercise.	  	  The	  concourse	  list	  was	  printed,	  colour-­‐coded	  according	  to	  pillar	  of	  good	  governance	  and	  statements	  included	  in	  error	  were	  discarded.	  	  Each	  statement	  was	  then	  written	  on	  its	  own	  index	  card,	  sorted	  by	  pillar	  of	  good	  governance	  and	  then	  sorted	  by	  the	  elements	  listed	  in	  Figure	  4.1.	  	  The	  sorted	  cards	  were	  then	  reviewed	  to	  compare	  and	  contrast	  similar	  statements	  and	  isolate	  the	  best	  for	  the	  Q-­‐set.	  	  	   Q-­‐statements	  differ	  from	  more	  traditional	  scales	  and	  measures	  in	  that	  they	  are	  made	  to	  provoke	  the	  participant	  to	  impress	  their	  own	  values	  and	  interpretations	  onto	  the	  statements	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  Traditional	  survey	  methods,	  such	  as	  the	  R-­‐method,	  ask	  respondents	  to	  express	  their	  values	  and	  opinions	  by	  ranking	  statements,	  whereas	  a	  Q-­‐method	  study	  asks	  participants	  to	  sort	  a	  collection	  of	  statements	  and	  by	  doing	  so	  impress	  their	  values	  and	  opinions	  onto	  the	  final	  sort.	  	  For	  this	  to	  be	  possible,	  the	  Q-­‐set	  statements	  must	  be	  open	  to	  multiple	  interpretations	  and	  more	  varied	  in	  content	  than	  those	  used	  in	  a	  traditional	  R-­‐method	  survey.	  	  	  Care	  is	  required	  to	  ensure	  that	  only	  the	  best	  statements	  from	  the	  concourse	  are	  used	  in	  the	  Q-­‐set.	  	  In	  this	  study,	  the	  researcher	  weeded	  out	  inappropriate	  statements	  by	  repeatedly	  sorting	  and	  resorting	  and	  reviewing	  the	  concourse	  statements	  until	  those	  that	  remained	  encapsulated	  the	  entire	  breadth	  of	  elements	  listed	  in	  Figure	  4.1.	  	  Once	  the	  40	  statements	  were	  selected	  some	  were	  edited	  to	  be	  more	  conducive	  to	  invoking	  varied	  interpretation	  and	  creating	  a	  balance	  between	  positive	  and	  negatively	  framed	  statements.	  	  Table	  4.3	  lists	  the	  40	  statements	  that	  were	  selected	  as	  the	  final	  Q-­‐set	  for	  this	  study.	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Table 4.3:	  	  Final	  Q-­‐set	  
ID#	   Statement	   Pillar	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	  
Accoun
tability
	  11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	  14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	  15	   We've	  got	  some	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  role	  the	  province	  wants	  us	  to	  play.	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  and	  wherewithal	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	  36	   We	  don't	  have	  the	  science	  to	  understand	  the	  watershed.	  2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	  
Adapta
bility	  
13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	  28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	  31	   Sitting	  at	  the	  table,	  I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views.	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	  
Partici
pation	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	  3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	  
Rule	  of
	  Law	  16	   The	  partnerships	  get	  down	  to	  the	  appropriate	  spatial	  scales.	  17	   The	  government	  stands	  up	  to	  its	  leadership	  role.	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	  1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholder's	  to	  disclose.	  
Transp
arency
	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	  24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	  35	   There	  is	  some	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	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4.2.4 The	  Q-­‐sort	  	  The	  Q-­‐sort	  involves	  having	  individual	  participants	  rank	  each	  opinion	  statement	  from	  Step	  3	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  degree	  to	  which	  they	  agree	  or	  disagree.	  	  As	  is	  common,	  a	  9-­‐point	  ranking	  scale	  was	  used	  with	  a	  range	  between	  -­‐4	  and	  +4	  (Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999;	  Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009;	  Brown	  1980).	  	  Table	  4.4	  shows	  the	  distribution	  that	  was	  used	  including	  the	  category	  dimension	  labels	  from	  “very	  strongly	  disagree”	  to	  “very	  strongly	  agree.”	  	  As	  per	  the	  Q-­‐method	  protocol,	  the	  same	  participants	  who	  were	  interviewed	  previously	  for	  developing	  the	  concourse	  were	  invited	  to	  complete	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  as	  well	  (Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  	  
Table	  4.4:	  	  Pyramidal	  forced	  distribution	  Q-­‐sort	  for	  a	  Q-­‐set	  of	  40	  statements	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  (2)	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   (2)	  	   (3)	   	   	   	   	   	   (3)	   	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	   	   (5)	   	   	   	   (5)	   	   	  	   	   	   (6)	   	   (6)	   	   	   	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	   	   	   	   (8)	   	   	   	   	  	  	   The	  category	  dimension	  labels	  were	  selected	  to	  direct	  the	  participants	  to	  sort	  the	  strongest	  opinions	  to	  the	  extremes,	  while	  the	  statements	  that	  evoked	  the	  least	  emotion	  could	  be	  sorted	  into	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  distribution.	  	  For	  that	  reason,	  selecting	  category	  dimensions	  that	  produce	  a	  spectrum	  from	  “most	  agree	  to	  most	  disagree”	  is	  favoured	  over	  using	  a	  range	  from	  “most	  to	  least	  important”	  (Watts	  and	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Stenner	  2012,	  80).	  	  Although	  category	  dimensions	  are	  applied	  to	  a	  Q-­‐sort,	  participants	  are	  asked	  to	  qualify	  the	  statements	  relative	  to	  each	  other	  between	  two	  extremes	  rather	  than	  explicitly	  to	  the	  dimensions.	  	  Consequently	  the	  dimensions	  can	  become	  arbitrary	  to	  allow	  for	  situations	  where	  a	  participant	  may,	  for	  example	  agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  the	  entire	  Q-­‐set	  (Brown	  1980,	  198).	  Q-­‐sorts	  can	  either	  be	  conducted	  using	  forced	  or	  open	  distribution	  techniques.	  	  A	  forced	  distribution	  requires	  the	  participants	  to	  place	  a	  limited	  number	  of	  statements	  under	  each	  scale	  value,	  typically	  using	  a	  pyramidal	  sort	  structure	  as	  shown	  in	  Table	  3.2.5	  (Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999).	  	  While	  not	  necessary	  for	  the	  statistical	  technique	  to	  be	  applied,	  a	  forced	  distribution	  reduces	  the	  time	  spent	  on	  the	  analysis	  and	  forces	  the	  participant	  to	  think	  carefully	  about	  their	  rankings	  (Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999;	  Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  	  However,	  it	  does	  become	  more	  time	  consuming	  for	  the	  participant	  (Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  	  Forced	  distributions	  are	  typical	  but	  not	  necessary.	  	  Open	  distribution	  techniques	  are	  more	  suitable	  for	  instances	  where	  participants	  do	  not	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  time	  to	  invest	  in	  conducting	  a	  sort.	  	  Participants	  can	  rank	  as	  few	  or	  as	  many	  statements	  with	  the	  same	  value	  and	  the	  results	  of	  which	  do	  not	  vary	  significantly	  from	  those	  produced	  through	  a	  forced	  distribution	  (Barry	  and	  Proops	  1999;	  Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  	  The	  use	  of	  an	  open	  distribution	  is	  just	  as	  valid	  as	  a	  forced	  distribution.	  	  However,	  a	  forced	  distribution	  was	  selected	  in	  this	  study	  as	  it	  permits	  a	  simpler	  analysis	  (Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009).	  As	  was	  found	  in	  this	  project,	  syntax	  is	  very	  important.	  	  Four	  participants	  expressed	  frustration	  and	  confusion	  with	  being	  forced	  to	  sort	  the	  statements	  along	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the	  spectrum	  of	  “very	  strongly	  disagree”	  to	  “very	  strongly	  agree.”	  	  They	  stated	  that	  there	  were	  not	  enough	  spaces	  under	  “very	  strongly	  agree”	  category	  and	  even	  after	  discussing	  the	  purpose	  and	  procedure	  of	  the	  forced	  distribution,	  three	  of	  the	  four	  withdrew	  from	  the	  Q-­‐sort.	  	  It	  seemed	  the	  selected	  labels	  resembled	  too	  closely	  the	  more	  common	  R-­‐type	  survey	  and	  the	  respective	  participants	  were	  attempting	  to	  rank	  each	  statement	  separately	  rather	  than	  relatively.	  	  When	  delivering	  a	  Q-­‐sort,	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  detail	  needs	  to	  be	  taken	  to	  ensure	  that	  participants	  fully	  understand	  the	  directions	  of	  how	  to	  complete	  a	  Q-­‐sort	  survey.	  	  For	  this	  reason	  in-­‐person,	  tabletop	  Q-­‐sort	  workshops	  are	  preferred.	  Logistically	  it	  was	  not	  possible	  to	  gather	  all	  participants	  in	  one	  room	  at	  one	  time	  for	  a	  tabletop	  Q-­‐sort	  workshop.	  	  Participant	  schedules	  and	  geographical	  locations	  were	  too	  diverse	  and	  spread	  out.	  	  To	  overcome	  this	  problem,	  an	  online	  Q-­‐sort	  was	  conducted	  that	  enabled	  each	  participant	  to	  complete	  the	  sort	  at	  his	  or	  her	  convenience.	  	  Several	  different	  software	  applications	  are	  available:	  FlashQ,	  Web-­‐Q,	  Q-­‐Assessor,	  WebQSort	  and	  QSorter.	  	  Freeware	  FlashQ	  was	  considered;	  however,	  it	  had	  not	  been	  updated	  since	  2007	  and	  there	  were	  Mac	  compatibility	  issues.	  	  Q-­‐Assessor	  was	  also	  free	  to	  use,	  and	  since	  it	  was	  Mac	  and	  Windows	  compatible,	  it	  became	  the	  preferred	  option.	  	  	  Created	  by	  The	  Epimetrics	  Group,	  LLC	  and	  available	  online	  at	  www.q-­‐assessor.com,	  Q-­‐Assessor	  allows	  the	  user	  to	  create,	  edit	  and	  format	  Q-­‐sort	  surveys	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires,	  and	  compute	  the	  factor	  analysis.	  	  The	  user	  interface	  is	  easy	  to	  use,	  data	  is	  easily	  managed	  and	  can	  be	  quickly	  outputted	  into	  reports	  and	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tables.	  	  Unfortunately	  since	  June	  2013,	  Q-­‐Assessor	  is	  no	  longer	  available	  free	  of	  charge.	  	  	  
4.2.5 Statistical	  analysis	  	  The	  statistical	  analysis	  follows	  the	  standard	  factor	  analysis	  procedures	  described	  by	  Brown	  (1980)	  and	  reiterated	  by	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  As	  with	  all	  online	  Q-­‐sort	  software,	  Q-­‐Assessor	  incorporates	  all	  of	  the	  standard	  procedures	  into	  the	  programming.	  	  The	  use	  of	  computer	  software	  for	  statistical	  analysis	  has	  been	  widely	  used,	  with	  most	  researchers	  relying	  upon	  PQMethod	  to	  compute	  their	  statistical	  analysis	  (Epimetrics	  2013;	  Frantzi,	  Carter,	  and	  Lovett	  2009;	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012;	  Brown	  1980).	  	  Q-­‐Assessor	  can	  also	  produce	  statistical	  data	  and	  updates	  the	  old	  Fortran	  coding	  used	  in	  PQMethod	  to	  the	  more	  contemporary	  Ruby	  language	  (Epimetrics	  2013).	  	  Whether	  computing	  the	  statistics	  manually	  or	  through	  a	  computer,	  the	  steps	  to	  determine	  the	  number	  of	  significant	  factors	  are	  the	  same	  (Epimetrics	  2013;	  Brown	  1980;	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012):	  1. Assume	  seven	  factors.	  2. Correlation	  of	  the	  Q-­‐sorts	  using	  centroid	  analysis	  (or	  alternatively	  by	  using	  principle	  component	  analysis)	  to	  generate	  unrotated	  factors	  3. Applying	  a	  varimax	  or,	  if	  well	  experienced,	  manual	  factor	  rotation	  4. Isolate	  significant	  factors	  using	  one	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  the	  following	  methods:	  eigenvalues,	  Humphrey’s	  rule,	  the	  scree	  test,	  parallel	  analysis,	  or	  only	  accepting	  factors	  with	  two	  or	  more	  significant	  factor	  loadings	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012,	  105–109).	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Q-­‐Assessor	  has	  the	  ability	  to	  perform	  all	  of	  these	  steps.	  	  To	  isolate	  significant	  factors,	  two	  criteria	  were	  used	  (Epimetrics	  2013):	  a. the	  eigenvalue	  was	  greater	  than	  1.00,	  and	  b. a	  minimum	  of	  two	  Q-­‐sorts	  loaded	  significantly	  according	  to	  the	  Fürntratt	  criterion.	  The	  results	  from	  the	  statistical	  analysis	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Chapter	  5.	  Q-­‐Assessor	  statistical	  analysis	  application	  replicates	  the	  widely	  used	  PQMethod	  software,	  which	  is	  based	  on	  the	  procedures	  outlined	  in	  Political	  
Subjectivity	  (Brown	  1980).	  	  As	  per	  the	  protocol	  outlined	  in	  both	  Brown	  (1980)	  and	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  (2012),	  Q-­‐Assessor	  assumes	  seven	  factors.	  	  This	  is	  done	  because	  consistently	  there	  have	  been	  less	  than	  seven	  factors	  that	  emerge	  from	  any	  historical	  Q-­‐sort.	  	  With	  loading	  divided	  among	  all	  seven	  factors,	  “small	  amounts	  of	  systematic	  variance”	  will	  be	  loaded	  onto	  insignificant	  factors	  which	  results	  in	  more	  obvious	  higher	  loadings	  on	  significant	  factors	  (Brown	  1980,	  223).	  	  With	  seven	  factors	  assumed,	  the	  standard	  procedure	  is	  to	  apply	  a	  centroid	  analysis	  and	  a	  varimax	  rotation	  to	  the	  data	  producing	  a	  rotated	  factor	  matrix	  necessary	  for	  identifying	  significant	  factor	  loadings.	  	  	  	   The	  acceptable	  factors	  and	  representative	  Q-­‐sorts	  can	  be	  determined	  by	  employing	  one	  or	  more	  accepted	  methods,	  including	  eigenvalues,	  Humphrey’s	  rule,	  the	  scree	  test,	  parallel	  analysis,	  or	  only	  accepting	  factors	  with	  two	  or	  more	  significant	  factor	  loadings	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  To	  reduce	  error,	  a	  combination	  of	  methods	  is	  often	  used.	  	  Q-­‐Assessor	  applied	  eigenvalues	  and	  a	  calculated	  factor	  loading	  cut-­‐off	  known	  as	  the	  Fürntratt	  criterion	  to	  identify	  factors	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with	  two	  or	  more	  significant	  factor	  loadings,	  which	  then	  become	  the	  acceptable	  factors	  and	  Q-­‐sorts	  for	  further	  analysis.	  	  The	  details	  of	  this	  process	  follow.	  Eigenvalues	  are	  most	  commonly	  used	  to	  identify	  significant	  and	  insignificant	  factors	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012)	  and	  are	  incorporated	  into	  Q-­‐Assessor.	  	  Eigenvalues	  are	  the	  “sum	  of	  the	  squared	  loadings	  for	  a	  factor”	  and	  significant	  factors	  will	  have	  eigenvalues	  ≥	  1.00”	  (Brown	  1980,	  222).	  	  	  Cut-­‐off	  values	  are	  used	  to	  indicate	  significant	  factor	  loadings.	  	  By	  rule	  of	  thumb	  cut-­‐off	  values	  are	  typically	  0.40	  or	  0.60;	  however,	  consistency	  in	  applying	  the	  cut-­‐off	  over	  the	  entire	  matrix	  is	  most	  important,	  not	  the	  actual	  value	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  Rather	  than	  selecting	  an	  arbitrary	  cut-­‐off,	  the	  Fürntratt	  criterion	  was	  applied	  by	  Q-­‐Assessor	  to	  calculate	  a	  more	  systematic	  value.	  	  	  The	  Fürntratt	  criterion	  is	  a	  ratio	  of	  the	  factor	  loadings	  to	  the	  commonality	  and	  can	  be	  written	  as	  follows:	  	  (1)	   	   	   	   	   a2/h2	  ≥	  0.50	  	  where	  “a”	  is	  the	  factor	  loading	  and	  “h”	  is	  the	  commonality	  of	  the	  Q-­‐sort.	  	  A	  calculated	  value	  equal	  to	  or	  greater	  than	  0.50	  indicates	  that	  the	  perspective	  captured	  by	  the	  specific	  Q-­‐sort	  is	  significantly	  representative	  of	  the	  given	  factor.	  	  Values	  less	  than	  0.50	  are	  considered	  insignificant	  (Antretter	  et	  al.	  2008).	  	  By	  applying	  the	  Fürntratt	  criteria	  significant	  factor	  loadings	  can	  be	  recognized	  to	  identify	  which	  Q-­‐sorts	  are	  significantly	  representative	  of	  each	  factor	  and	  eigenvalues	  can	  be	  used	  to	  identify	  which	  factors	  to	  accept.	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   It	  is	  expected	  that	  if	  a	  participant	  were	  to	  repeat	  the	  exact	  Q-­‐sort	  at	  another	  time	  their	  sorts	  would	  correlate	  significantly	  and	  be	  near	  identical.	  	  The	  reliability	  coefficient	  is	  a	  measure	  of	  reproducibility	  (Brown	  1980,	  289).	  	  A	  reliability	  of	  1.00	  indicates	  perfect	  reproducibility.	  	  Reliability	  is	  then	  reflective	  of	  the	  participants,	  which	  is	  different	  from	  the	  concept	  of	  reliability	  in	  an	  R-­‐method	  survey	  where	  the	  term	  applies	  to	  the	  use	  of	  a	  scale	  that	  can	  capture	  the	  respondent’s	  actual	  views	  of	  each	  statement	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012,	  51).	  	  	  The	  variables	  are	  used	  to	  generate	  a	  generalized	  Q-­‐sort	  for	  each	  factor	  in	  the	  form	  of	  Factor	  arrays.	  	  To	  do	  this,	  factor	  weights	  are	  required	  from	  which	  normalized	  z-­‐scores	  for	  each	  statement	  can	  be	  calculated	  and	  then	  ranked.	  	  Q-­‐Assessor	  automatically	  calculates	  final	  factor	  weights,	  which	  determine	  the	  proportions	  of	  which	  the	  defining	  Q-­‐sorts	  contribute	  to	  the	  overall	  factor	  array.	  	  Factor	  weights	  for	  each	  factor	  can	  be	  calculated	  by	  using	  the	  following	  formulas:	  	  
(2)	   Initial	  Factor	  Weight	  (for	  Q-­‐sort	  n)	   =	   Factor	  Loading	  (for	  Q-­‐sort	  n)	  (1	  –	  Factor	  Loading	  of	  Q-­‐sort	  n)	  	  
(3)	   Final	  Factor	  Weight	  	  (for	  Q-­‐sort	  n)	   =	   Initial	  Factor	  Weight	  	  (for	  Q-­‐sort	  n)	   X	   1	  Largest	  Initial	  Factor	  Weight	  of	  all	  Factor	  Defining	  Q-­‐sorts	  	   Q-­‐Assessor	  does	  not	  output	  this	  step	  but	  after	  calculating	  factor	  weights,	  produces	  a	  table	  with	  normalized	  z-­‐scores	  for	  each	  statement	  relative	  to	  each	  factor.	  	  Since	  each	  factor	  array	  is	  informed	  by	  a	  different	  number	  of	  Q-­‐sorts	  with	  significant	  loading,	  z-­‐scores	  were	  required	  to	  standardize	  all	  scores	  within	  the	  matrix	  to	  permit	  comparative	  analysis	  between	  factors	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  Z-­‐scores	  are	  useful	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for	  understanding	  the	  subtleties	  between	  factors	  through	  the	  generation	  of	  factor	  arrays.	  	  Factor	  arrays	  are	  the	  quintessential	  Q-­‐sort	  result	  for	  each	  factor.	  	  They	  provide	  a	  generalized	  Q-­‐sort	  result	  that	  would	  be	  most	  typical	  of	  a	  person	  who	  perfectly	  represents	  the	  factor	  and	  are	  key	  to	  beginning	  the	  next	  step:	  interpretation.	  
4.2.6 Factor	  interpretation	  	  The	  procedure	  of	  interpretation	  followed	  the	  direction	  of	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  (2012)	  and	  used	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  data	  (factor	  arrays),	  and	  pre-­‐sort	  interview	  transcripts	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires	  to	  place	  the	  arrays	  into	  context	  and	  reduce	  researcher	  bias	  (Frantzi,	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  	  A	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaire	  was	  completed	  online	  by	  the	  participants	  and	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  Two.	  	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  provide	  a	  series	  of	  steps	  all	  designed	  to	  reduce	  bias	  and	  extract	  as	  much	  information	  from	  the	  data	  as	  possible	  to	  understand	  the	  factors	  or	  perspectives	  within	  the	  population.	  	  The	  steps	  include:	  1. identifying	  high	  priority	  statements	  (those	  sorted	  to	  the	  extremes),	  low	  priority	  statements	  (those	  sorted	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  array),	  statements	  ranked	  higher	  or	  lower	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays;	  2. identifying	  themes;	  and	  3. applying	  demographic	  and	  supporting	  documents	  (interviews	  and	  questionnaires).	  Interpretation	  began	  with	  analyzing	  the	  factor	  arrays	  independently	  with	  no	  attention	  given	  to	  who	  sorted	  what	  (Brown	  1980).	  	  These	  interpretations	  were	  then	  enhanced	  by	  referencing	  demographics	  and	  supporting	  documents	  including	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interviews	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  From	  the	  interpretations,	  an	  understanding	  of	  discourses	  in	  the	  population	  is	  developed.	  	  For	  this	  project,	  the	  discourses	  were	  used	  to	  better	  understand	  and	  evaluate	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  transparency.	  	  The	  complete	  factor	  interpretation	  can	  be	  read	  in	  Chapter	  6.	  
4.3 Summary	  	  With	  an	  interest	  in	  understanding	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  process	  in	  Alberta,	  this	  study	  aimed	  to	  identify	  how	  stakeholders	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  perceived	  the	  presence	  of	  good	  governance.	  	  R-­‐method	  surveys	  rely	  upon	  some	  pre-­‐existing	  knowledge	  about	  what	  perspectives	  are	  present	  in	  the	  population.	  	  Without	  that	  knowledge,	  an	  R-­‐method	  survey	  is	  not	  appropriate.	  	  Conversely,	  the	  Q-­‐method	  is	  used	  to	  expose	  perspectives	  on	  a	  specifically	  defined	  topic	  and	  was	  selected	  to	  be	  used	  in	  this	  study	  for	  that	  reason.	  	   The	  Q-­‐method	  involves	  defining	  the	  problem,	  developing	  a	  concourse	  of	  all	  possible	  opinions	  within	  the	  population,	  condensing	  the	  concourse	  into	  a	  manageable	  Q-­‐set	  that	  is	  then	  sorted	  and	  ranked	  in	  a	  Q-­‐sort	  by	  participants.	  	  The	  Q-­‐sorts	  are	  then	  analysed	  quantitatively	  through	  factor	  analysis	  to	  identify	  shared	  perspectives.	  	  Those	  factors	  are	  then	  interpreted	  qualitatively	  to	  better	  understand	  the	  perspectives	  in	  the	  population.	  	  The	  following	  chapters	  share	  the	  results	  and	  analysis	  from	  this	  study	  of	  good	  governance.	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5 Results	  	  The	  Q-­‐method	  is	  used	  to	  extract	  from	  a	  broad	  population	  common	  perspectives	  on	  a	  specific	  topic.	  	  Following	  the	  development	  of	  the	  concourse	  and	  Q-­‐set,	  and	  the	  production	  of	  the	  participant	  Q-­‐sorts	  as	  described	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter,	  a	  factor	  analysis	  of	  the	  participant	  Q-­‐sorts	  is	  executed	  to	  expose	  common	  factors.	  	  Interpretation	  then	  builds	  descriptive	  profiles	  for	  each	  factor.	  	  This	  chapter	  describes	  the	  statistical	  procedure	  used	  to	  identify	  the	  number	  of	  significant	  factors	  within	  the	  population	  and	  the	  participants	  that	  are	  most	  representative	  of	  each.	  	  Chapter	  6	  expands	  on	  these	  data	  to	  share	  detailed	  interpretations	  and	  descriptions	  for	  each	  factor	  creating	  pictures	  for	  the	  common	  perspectives	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  on	  the	  current	  provincial	  water	  governance	  process.	  
5.1 Q-­‐Assessor	  generated	  results	  	  This	  section	  reports	  the	  data	  and	  results	  of	  the	  Q-­‐sorts	  performed	  between	  November	  21,	  2012	  and	  February	  2,	  2013	  by	  participants	  from	  southern	  Alberta	  who	  have	  been	  or	  are	  presently	  engaged	  in	  one	  or	  more	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships.	  	  Q-­‐Assessor,	  the	  online	  software	  application	  used	  to	  conduct	  and	  manage	  the	  online	  Q-­‐sort,	  processed	  the	  collected	  Q-­‐sort	  data	  to	  produce	  the	  various	  reports	  and	  tables	  included	  in	  this	  chapter.	  	   Twenty-­‐one	  participants	  were	  recruited	  to	  complete	  an	  online	  Q-­‐sort,	  sorting	  and	  ranking	  the	  40	  Q-­‐set	  statements	  along	  a	  normal	  distribution	  curve.	  	  The	  individual	  arrangement	  of	  statements	  produced	  by	  each	  participant	  in	  the	  Q-­‐sort,	  is	  known	  as	  a	  Q-­‐array.	  	  The	  21	  unique	  Q-­‐arrays	  served	  as	  the	  raw	  data	  from	  which	  all	  statistical	  results	  were	  derived.	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Table	  5.1	  presents	  the	  results	  of	  centroid	  analysis	  and	  varimax	  rotation	  as	  a	  factor	  loading	  matrix.	  	  The	  factor	  loading	  values	  give	  numerical	  value	  to	  the	  relative	  degree	  that	  a	  particular	  Q-­‐sort	  is	  associated	  with	  a	  given	  factor.	  	  The	  values	  reflect	  the	  location	  of	  each	  Q-­‐sort	  within	  an	  arbitrary	  grid	  structure;	  therefore,	  values	  can	  be	  negative	  or	  positive.	  	  The	  greater	  the	  magnitude	  of	  loading	  exclusive	  of	  direction,	  the	  greater	  the	  participants	  Q-­‐sort	  response	  can	  be	  attributed	  to	  the	  factor	  (Brown	  1980).	  Significant	  factors	  were	  selected	  based	  on	  two	  criteria:	  an	  eigenvalue	  greater	  than	  1.00	  and	  the	  presence	  of	  at	  least	  two	  Q-­‐sorts	  with	  significant	  factor	  loadings.	  	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  5.1,	  Factors	  C	  and	  F	  had	  eigenvalues	  of	  0.1484	  and	  0.1136	  respectively	  rendering	  them	  insignificant	  and	  fit	  for	  discard.	  	  The	  five	  remaining	  factors	  A,	  B,	  D,	  E	  and	  G	  has	  eigenvalues	  greater	  than	  1.00	  suggesting	  significance.	  To	  identify	  which	  Q-­‐sorts	  significantly	  represented	  each	  of	  the	  five	  factors,	  the	  Fürntratt	  criterion	  was	  applied.	  	  The	  criterion	  is	  defined	  by	  a	  ratio	  between	  the	  square	  of	  a	  specific	  Q-­‐sort’s	  factor	  loading	  and	  the	  square	  of	  its	  commonality.	  	  The	  commonality	  (h2)	  is	  the	  degree	  that	  a	  participant’s	  Q-­‐sort	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  other	  participants	  (Brown	  1980).	  	  From	  Table	  5.1	  it	  can	  be	  noted	  that	  participant	  5513	  has	  the	  lowest	  commonality	  value	  of	  0.2586,	  or	  26%	  and	  the	  least	  in	  common	  with	  the	  other	  participants.	  	  At	  the	  opposite	  end	  of	  the	  spectrum,	  participant	  5726	  has	  the	  highest	  commonality	  at	  84%.	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Table	  5.1:	  	  Factor	  loadings	  after	  centroid	  analysis,	  varimax	  rotation	  and	  Fürntratt	  criterion	  
Q-­‐sort	  Participant	   Factor	  
	  ID	  #	   Sector	  
Partnership	  
WPAC	   WSG	   AWC	   A	   B	   C	   D	   E	   F	   G	   h2	  
5388	   Provincial	  Government	   x	   x	   	   0.43243	   0.15642	   0.02514	   0.18372	   0.10357	   0.00681	   0.09188	   0.3921	  5389	   Industry	  (Oil	  &	  Gas)	   x	   	   	   0.00763	   0.82914*	   0.00139	   0.09175	   0.01356	   0.02136	   0.03505	   0.6399	  5393	   ENGO	  (Aquatic	  Ecosystems)	   x	   	   	   0.83874*	   0.08469	   0.01560	   0.04366	   0.01101	   0.00211	   0.00414	   0.6038	  5454	   Academia	  (Ecology)	   x	   	   	   0.00112	   0.76970*	   0.00439	   0.01299	   0.08880	   0.00835	   0.11498	   0.577	  
5512	  
Industry/Public	  (Environmental	  Management)	   x	   	   	   0.06349	   0.00233	   0.00627	   0.86537*	   0.01859	   0.00358	   0.04037	   0.4342	  5513	   Provincial	  Government	   x	   	   	   0.02168	   0.08432	   0.00093	   0.01522	   0.06538	   0.00160	   0.81112*	   0.2586	  
5578	  
Industry	  (Environmental	  Consulting)	   x	   	   	   0.04784	   0.89753*	   0.00933	   0.02749	   0.01242	   0.00101	   0.00438	   0.6075	  5609	   Academia/Research	   	   	   x	   0.00192	   0.00948	   0.00043	   0.91768*	   0.05338	   0.00058	   0.01626	   0.2994	  5617	   ENGO	   	   x	   	   0.83826*	   0.00986	   0.03073	   0.00000	   0.10995	   0.00312	   0.00804	   0.7993	  5625	   ENGO/Public	   x	   	   	   0.10413	   0.10325	   0.01147	   0.28630	   0.35475	   0.00608	   0.13408	   0.3947	  5628	   Public	  (Environment)	   x	   x	   x	   0.70734*	   0.00083	   0.05098	   0.08941	   0.00200	   0.00041	   0.14923	   0.4216	  
5631	   Municipal	  Government	   x	   	   	   0.16421	   0.00912	   0.01794	   0.16677	   0.49388	   0.02769	   0.12013	   0.5225	  5633	   Municipal	  Government	   x	   	   	   0.84566*	   0.03829	   0.03512	   0.05006	   0.01665	   0.00220	   0.01170	   0.341	  5636	   ENGO	  (Fish)	   x	   x	   	   0.56760*	   0.23925	   0.00005	   0.09383	   0.01119	   0.00017	   0.08858	   0.2872	  5645	   Provincial	  Government	   x	   	   	   0.08539	   0.11768	   0.01065	   0.11176	   0.00224	   0.05483	   0.61741*	   0.5319	  5651	   Industry	  (Irrigation)	   	   	   x	   0.15250	   0.28756	   0.05200	   0.02630	   0.00303	   0.00145	   0.47705	   0.2654	  5656	   ENGO	  (Recreation)	   x	   	   	   0.05879	   0.08659	   0.01652	   0.77717*	   0.01900	   0.00167	   0.04040	   0.4388	  5726	   ENGO	  (Wilderness	  &	  Wildlife)	   x	   	   	   0.85149*	   0.01632	   0.00787	   0.01826	   0.05368	   0.00801	   0.04446	   0.8416	  5922	   ENGO/Landowner	   x	   x	   	   0.13914	   0.01028	   0.00004	   0.00002	   0.15521	   0.07207	   0.62355*	   0.3711	  5970	   Industry	  (Irrigation)/public	   x	   	   	   0.04851	   0.06236	   0.00833	   0.18722	   0.63112*	   0.00066	   0.06164	   0.5624	  6054	   Industry	  (Ranching)	   x	   x	   	   0.27785	   0.01063	   0.01853	   0.00298	   0.66872*	   0.01037	   0.01097	   0.3737	  Eigenvalues	   3.3019	   2.027	   0.1484	   1.6467	   1.3693	   0.1136	   1.3568	   9.9637	  
Total	  Variance	   15.7233	   9.6524	   0.7067	   7.8414	   6.5205	   0.541	   6.461	   47.4462	  *	  Significant	  by	  the	  Fuerntratt	  Criterion	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Representative	  Q-­‐sorts	  are	  identified	  by	  having	  a	  Fürntratt	  criterion	  ratio	  greater	  or	  equal	  to	  0.50,	  which	  is	  indicative	  of	  a	  significant	  factor	  loading.	  	  Where	  a	  Q-­‐sort	  factor	  loading	  met	  the	  criterion	  for	  significance,	  the	  cell	  in	  Table	  5.1	  was	  shaded.	  	  While	  most	  loadings	  are	  positive,	  one	  significant	  loading	  associated	  with	  Factor	  E	  and	  participant	  6054	  is	  negative,	  which	  required	  a	  reflection	  of	  values	  in	  z-­‐score	  calculations.	  	  It	  is	  common	  in	  Q-­‐method	  studies	  for	  the	  presence	  of	  Q-­‐sorts	  with	  no	  significant	  loadings	  (Brown	  1980).	  	  These	  Q-­‐sorts	  cannot	  be	  reliably	  used	  to	  characterize	  the	  factors.	  	  Their	  loadings	  are	  divided	  too	  greatly	  between	  factors	  and	  if	  used,	  would	  only	  increase	  the	  error	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  Participants	  5388,	  5625,	  5631,	  and	  5651	  had	  no	  significant	  loadings	  in	  this	  study;	  therefore,	  were	  excluded	  from	  further	  analysis.	  	  All	  but	  Factors	  C	  and	  F	  has	  two	  or	  more	  significant	  factor	  loading	  Q-­‐sorts.	  	  When	  combined	  with	  the	  eigenvalue	  results,	  the	  significant	  factor	  loadings	  as	  determined	  by	  the	  Fürntratt	  criterion	  provided	  verification	  that	  Factors	  C	  and	  F	  were	  insignificant,	  and	  A,	  B,	  D,	  E,	  and	  G	  were	  significant.	  Once	  significant	  factors	  were	  determined,	  the	  next	  step	  was	  producing	  a	  single	  generalized	  factor	  array	  for	  each	  factor	  using	  the	  representative	  participant	  Q-­‐sort	  arrays.	  	  Normalized	  factor	  scores,	  or	  z-­‐scores	  were	  calculated	  within	  Q-­‐Assessor	  permitting	  the	  results	  to	  be	  compared	  between	  Q-­‐sorts;	  Table	  5.2	  shows	  the	  results	  for	  each	  statement	  and	  factor.	  	  The	  range	  of	  z-­‐score	  values	  is	  relative	  to	  each	  factor,	  but	  in	  this	  case	  was	  generally	  between	  -­‐2.3	  and	  +2.3.	  	  Statements	  sorted	  to	  the	  extremes	  of	  the	  defining	  Q-­‐sorts	  had	  z-­‐scores	  with	  the	  largest	  magnitude,	  while	  statements	  in	  the	  middle	  approached	  zero.	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Table	  5.2:	  	  Statement	  rankings	  and	  normalized	  z-­‐scores	  for	  factors	  A,	  B,	  D,	  E,	  G	  (continued	  next	  two	  pages)	  
#	   Statement	  
Factor	  
A	   B	   D	   E	   G	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   -­‐0.635	   29	   0.32	   16	   0.162	   18	   -­‐1.301	   37	   1.747	   2	  
2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	   0.502	   15	   0.518	   14	   1.059	   7	   -­‐0.818	   33	   -­‐1.21	   35	  
3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	   0.761	   9	   0.057	   19	   -­‐0.753	   29	   -­‐0.483	   28	   0.524	   16	  
4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   1.165	   4	   -­‐0.612	   29	   2.159	   2	   -­‐0.725	   32	   -­‐0.925	   33	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐0.742	   30	   -­‐0.678	   30	   -­‐1.472	   40	   -­‐0.521	   29	   -­‐0.029	   20	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	   0.373	   18	   1.499	   3	   0.874	   9	   0.093	   19	   1.051	   8	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   -­‐0.804	   31	   0.547	   13	   0.686	   11	   1.822	   3	   -­‐0.296	   24	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   0.146	   20	   -­‐1.376	   38	   -­‐1.076	   37	   -­‐1.246	   35	   -­‐1.307	   37	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	   0.657	   11	   -­‐1.339	   37	   0.128	   19	   -­‐1.394	   38	   -­‐0.057	   21	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	   -­‐0.105	   24	   -­‐1.159	   35	   -­‐0.921	   33	   0.093	   19	   -­‐0.91	   32	  
11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	   -­‐0.615	   28	   1.009	   8	   -­‐0.565	   23	   1.394	   4	   -­‐0.795	   28	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A	   B	   D	   E	   G	  
#	   Statement	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   0.536	   13	   2.017	   1	   0.874	   9	   -­‐1.301	   37	   -­‐0.895	   31	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   -­‐1.815	   39	   -­‐0.858	   31	   -­‐0.064	   20	   0.335	   13	   0.838	   9	  
14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	   0.829	   8	   -­‐0.377	   26	   1.278	   4	   0.242	   17	   -­‐0.581	   26	  15	   We've	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	   -­‐0.891	   32	   -­‐0.274	   24	   -­‐1.358	   39	   0.297	   14	   -­‐0.813	   29	  
16	   With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.	   0.843	   7	   0.254	   17	   2.337	   1	   1.246	   6	   1.834	   1	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   -­‐2.344	   40	   -­‐0.01	   20	   -­‐0.905	   32	   1.153	   7	   1.268	   5	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	   -­‐0.049	   23	   -­‐0.358	   25	   0.477	   13	   -­‐1.822	   40	   -­‐1.332	   38	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	   0.518	   14	   -­‐0.047	   21	   -­‐0.753	   29	   0.428	   12	   -­‐1.409	   39	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   0.987	   5	   1.386	   4	   0.857	   10	   -­‐0.483	   28	   0.542	   15	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   0.008	   22	   1.536	   2	   -­‐0.979	   35	   0.911	   8	   -­‐0.209	   23	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	   -­‐0.943	   33	   0.961	   9	   -­‐0.572	   24	   0.818	   10	   -­‐0.112	   22	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	   -­‐1.136	   36	   -­‐2.338	   40	   -­‐0.864	   30	   -­‐0.335	   25	   -­‐2.048	   40	  
24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   0.975	   6	   -­‐0.999	   32	   0.202	   17	   -­‐0.242	   22	   -­‐0.654	   27	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	   0.602	   12	   -­‐1.489	   39	   0.289	   15	   -­‐0.242	   22	   -­‐0.935	   34	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   -­‐0.412	   26	   -­‐0.48	   28	   1.876	   3	   0.242	   17	   0.495	   17	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   1.457	   3	   0.207	   18	   -­‐0.599	   25	   -­‐0.335	   25	   -­‐0.473	   25	  
28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   2.324	   1	   -­‐1.065	   34	   -­‐0.686	   27	   -­‐1.004	   34	   1.593	   3	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  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   0.313	   19	   1.112	   6	   0.242	   16	   2.064	   1	   0.552	   14	  
30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   -­‐0.549	   27	   -­‐0.424	   27	   -­‐0.898	   31	   -­‐0.39	   26	   1.138	   6	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   0.705	   10	   0.622	   12	   1.214	   6	   1.246	   6	   0.726	   10	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   -­‐0.995	   35	   -­‐0.104	   22	   0.346	   14	   1.971	   2	   0.296	   18	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	   0.497	   16	   1.018	   7	   -­‐0.955	   34	   -­‐0.335	   25	   1.292	   4	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	   -­‐0.973	   34	   0.867	   10	   0.622	   12	   0.67	   11	   -­‐0.882	   30	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   -­‐1.378	   37	   0.367	   15	   -­‐0.178	   21	   0.818	   10	   0.639	   12	  36	   It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	   -­‐1.62	   38	   -­‐1.028	   33	   -­‐0.662	   26	   0.242	   17	   0.271	   19	  
37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   0.465	   17	   -­‐0.274	   24	   -­‐1.19	   38	   -­‐0.67	   31	   -­‐1.307	   37	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	   0.018	   21	   -­‐1.169	   36	   -­‐0.437	   22	   -­‐1.822	   40	   0.581	   13	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	   1.621	   2	   1.329	   5	   -­‐1.009	   36	   -­‐0.67	   31	   1.133	   7	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	   -­‐0.297	   25	   0.829	   11	   1.214	   6	   0.055	   20	   0.658	   11	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To	  produce	  the	  factor	  arrays,	  the	  z-­‐scores	  were	  put	  in	  numerical	  order	  from	  largest	  negative	  to	  largest	  positive	  and	  then	  assigned	  a	  ranking	  from	  -­‐4	  to	  +4	  corresponding	  with	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  normal	  distribution	  as	  was	  shown	  in	  Table	  4.4.	  	  The	  z-­‐score	  values	  for	  each	  statement	  and	  factor	  are	  found	  in	  Table	  5.2	  and	  the	  resultant	  factor	  arrays	  are	  presented	  in	  Appendix	  Three.	  Table	  5.3	  compares	  statement	  rankings	  between	  all	  factors,	  while	  Appendix	  Three	  includes	  the	  arrays	  for	  each	  individual	  factor	  listed	  in	  order	  of	  ranking.	  	  The	  arrays	  can	  signify	  priority	  statements	  or	  themes,	  where	  in	  this	  context	  priority	  referred	  to	  the	  relative	  strength	  of	  an	  opinion	  or	  emotion.	  	  High	  priority	  statements	  were	  ranked	  at	  the	  extremes	  and	  had	  values	  of	  4,	  3,	  -­‐3,	  and	  -­‐4,	  while	  low	  priority	  statements	  were	  ranked	  0	  and	  lie	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  sort.	  	  From	  Table	  5.3	  we	  can	  see	  for	  example	  that	  statement	  8	  was	  sorted	  similarly	  by	  Factors	  B,	  D	  and	  G	  assigning	  it	  a	  -­‐3	  ranking,	  while	  Factors	  A	  and	  E	  had	  the	  statement	  placed	  at	  0	  and	  -­‐2	  respectively.	  	  When	  this	  is	  compared	  to	  Table	  5.2,	  it	  is	  observed	  that	  Factor	  A	  was	  the	  only	  factor	  with	  a	  positive	  z-­‐score	  for	  statement	  8,	  while	  the	  other	  four	  factors	  had	  negative	  z-­‐score	  values	  over	  -­‐1.	  	  This	  is	  noted	  in	  Table	  5.5	  as	  a	  distinguishing	  statement	  for	  Factor	  A.	  	  Statement	  5	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  is	  a	  non-­‐distinguishing	  factor.	  	  That	  is,	  at	  the	  P	  >	  0.01	  level	  all	  factors	  have	  negative	  z-­‐scores	  that	  are	  insignificantly	  different	  from	  each	  other	  as	  shown	  in	  Table	  5.6.	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Table	  5.3:	  	  Q-­‐sort	  factor	  arrays	  for	  factors	  A,	  B,	  D,	  E,	  G	  arranged	  by	  statement	  (continued	  next	  page)	  
#	   Statement	  
Factor	  
A	   B	   D	   E	   G	  1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   -­‐1	   1	   0	   -­‐3	   4	  2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	   1	   1	   2	   -­‐2	   -­‐2	  3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	   2	   0	   -­‐1	   -­‐1	   1	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   3	   -­‐1	   4	   -­‐2	   -­‐2	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐1	   -­‐1	   -­‐4	   -­‐1	   0	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	   0	   3	   2	   0	   2	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   -­‐2	   1	   1	   3	   0	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   0	   -­‐3	   -­‐3	   -­‐2	   -­‐3	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	   1	   -­‐3	   0	   -­‐3	   0	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	   0	   -­‐2	   -­‐2	   0	   -­‐2	  11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	   -­‐1	   2	   0	   3	   -­‐1	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   1	   4	   2	   -­‐3	   -­‐2	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   -­‐4	   -­‐2	   0	   1	   2	  14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	   2	   -­‐1	   3	   1	   -­‐1	  15	   We've	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	   -­‐2	   0	   -­‐4	   1	   -­‐1	  16	   With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.	   2	   0	   4	   3	   4	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   -­‐4	   0	   -­‐2	   2	   3	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	   0	   -­‐1	   1	   -­‐4	   -­‐3	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	   1	   0	   -­‐1	   1	   -­‐4	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   3	   3	   2	   -­‐1	   1	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   0	   4	   -­‐2	   2	   0	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	   -­‐2	   2	   0	   2	   0	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	   -­‐3	   -­‐4	   -­‐1	   0	   -­‐4	  24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   2	   -­‐2	   0	   0	   -­‐1	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	   1	   -­‐4	   1	   0	   -­‐2	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   -­‐1	   -­‐1	   3	   0	   0	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   3	   0	   -­‐1	   -­‐1	   -­‐1	  28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   4	   -­‐2	   -­‐1	   -­‐2	   3	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   0	   2	   1	   4	   1	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   -­‐1	   -­‐1	   -­‐2	   -­‐1	   2	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   2	   1	   2	   2	   2	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   -­‐2	   0	   1	   4	   0	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	   1	   2	   -­‐2	   0	   3	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	   -­‐2	   2	   1	   1	   -­‐1	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   -­‐3	   1	   0	   2	   1	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Continued	  from	  previous	  page	   Factor	  
#	   Statement	   A	   B	   D	   E	   G	  36	   It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	   -­‐3	   -­‐2	   -­‐1	   1	   0	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   0	   0	   -­‐3	   -­‐1	   -­‐3	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	   0	   -­‐3	   0	   -­‐4	   1	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	   4	   3	   -­‐3	   -­‐2	   2	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	   -­‐1	   1	   3	   0	   1	  
Variance	   4.25	  
Standard	  Deviation	   2.062	  	   The	  arrays	  can	  be	  used	  comparatively	  to	  identify	  similarities	  and	  differences	  between	  the	  factors	  as	  presented	  in	  Table	  5.3.	  	  As	  with	  the	  individual	  participant	  arrays,	  none	  of	  the	  factor	  arrays	  are	  identical.	  	  However,	  there	  were	  significant	  similarities	  and	  differences	  between	  the	  factors	  that	  were	  useful	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  interpretation	  and	  Q-­‐Assessor	  was	  able	  to	  report	  using	  standard	  error	  calculations.	  	  	  The	  statistical	  analysis	  performed	  by	  Q-­‐Assessor	  calculated	  factor	  reliability,	  which	  was	  necessary	  to	  calculate	  the	  standard	  error	  for	  statement	  factor	  scores	  as	  presented	  in	  Table	  5.4.	  	  Reliability	  is	  reflective	  of	  reproducibility	  and	  assumes	  a	  typical	  reliability	  range	  between	  0.80	  and	  1.00	  for	  any	  given	  individual	  (Brown	  1980,	  244).	  	  Table	  5.4	  shows	  the	  average	  or	  composite	  reliabilities	  related	  to	  the	  five	  significant	  factors	  (A,	  B,	  D,	  E	  and	  G)	  all	  fall	  within	  this	  range	  with	  the	  lowest	  at	  0.889	  for	  Factor	  E	  to	  0.960	  for	  Factor	  A.	  	  These	  values	  are	  correlated	  with	  the	  number	  of	  Q-­‐sorts	  or	  variables	  used	  to	  define	  each	  factor:	  the	  greater	  the	  number	  of	  variables,	  the	  higher	  the	  reliability	  and	  the	  lower	  the	  error.	  	  The	  lower	  the	  error	  the	  more	  precise	  the	  factor	  scores	  or	  z-­‐scores	  are,	  justifying	  the	  use	  of	  factor	  analysis	  (Brown	  1980,	  245).	  	  Table	  5.4	  shows	  discarded	  Factors	  C	  and	  F	  with	  the	  highest	  possible	  error	  of	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1.00	  and	  all	  other	  factors	  with	  error	  ranging	  from	  0.200	  for	  Factor	  A	  to	  0.333	  for	  Factor	  E.	  	  	  	  
Table	  5.4:	  	  Reliability	  of	  factors	  as	  representative	  of	  the	  perspectives	  in	  the	  population	  
Characteristic	   Factor	  
A	   B	   C	   D	   E	   F	   G	  Number	  of	  Defining	  Variables	   6	   3	   0	   3	   2	   0	   3	  Composite	  Reliability	   0.960	   0.923	   0.000	   0.923	   0.889	   0.000	   0.923	  Standard	  Error	  of	  Factor	  Scores	   0.200	   0.277	   1.00	   0.277	   0.333	   1.00	   0.277	  	  The	  standard	  error	  was	  then	  used	  to	  identify	  differences	  between	  the	  factors	  and	  recognize	  distinguishing	  and	  non-­‐distinguishing	  statements.	  	  Significant	  differences	  between	  the	  factors	  are	  presented	  in	  Table	  5.5	  and	  shows	  Factor	  A	  with	  the	  most	  distinguishing	  statements	  and	  Factors	  B	  and	  F	  with	  the	  least.	  	  Factor	  A	  is	  distinguished	  by	  the	  unique	  sorting	  of	  statements	  primarily	  related	  to	  Adaptability	  (statements	  13,	  27,	  28,	  32)	  and	  Rule	  of	  Law	  (statements	  4,	  17,	  24,	  37).	  	  There	  are	  no	  other	  visibly	  obvious	  trends	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  distinguishing	  statements	  of	  the	  other	  factors.	  	  In	  Table	  5.6	  it	  can	  be	  observed	  that	  there	  were	  two	  statements	  not	  sorted	  in	  significantly	  different	  manner	  between	  any	  two	  factors.	  	  Both	  statements	  referred	  to	  the	  sharing	  of	  views:	  the	  transparency	  of	  the	  views	  of	  other	  members	  around	  the	  table	  and	  the	  accountability	  of	  the	  participant	  for	  understanding	  the	  views	  of	  the	  individuals	  and	  groups	  they	  represent	  at	  the	  table.	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Table	  5.5:	  	  Distinguishing	  statements	  with	  a	  z-­‐score	  significantly	  higher	  or	  lower	  than	  all	  other	  factors	  at	  P	  <	  0.05	  (continued	  next	  page)	  
#	   Statement	  
Factor	  
A	   B	   D	   E	   G	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Factor	  A	   	  	   	  	   	   	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   1.165	   3	   -­‐0.612	   -­‐1	   2.159	   4	   -­‐0.725	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.925	   -­‐2	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   0.146	   0	   -­‐1.376	   -­‐3	   -­‐1.076	   -­‐3	   -­‐1.246	   -­‐2	   -­‐1.307	   -­‐3	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   -­‐1.815	   -­‐4	   -­‐0.858	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.064	   0	   0.335	   1	   0.838	   2	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   -­‐2.344	   -­‐4	   -­‐0.01	   0	   -­‐0.905	   -­‐2	   1.153	   2	   1.268	   3	  
24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   0.975	   2	   -­‐0.999	   -­‐2	   0.202	   0	   -­‐0.242	   0	   -­‐0.654	   -­‐1	  
27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   1.457	   3	   0.207	   0	   -­‐0.599	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.335	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.473	   -­‐1	  
28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   2.324	   4	   -­‐1.065	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.686	   -­‐1	   -­‐1.004	   -­‐2	   1.593	   3	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   -­‐0.995	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.104	   0	   0.346	   1	   1.971	   4	   0.296	   0	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   -­‐1.378	   -­‐3	   0.367	   1	   -­‐0.178	   0	   0.818	   2	   0.639	   1	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   0.465	   0	   -­‐0.274	   0	   -­‐1.19	   -­‐3	   -­‐0.67	   -­‐1	   -­‐1.307	   -­‐3	  
Factor	  B	   	  	   	  	   	   	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   0.536	   1	   2.017	   4	   0.874	   2	   -­‐1.301	   -­‐3	   -­‐0.895	   -­‐2	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   -­‐1.815	   -­‐4	   -­‐0.858	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.064	   0	   0.335	   1	   0.838	   2	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   -­‐2.344	   -­‐4	   -­‐0.01	   0	   -­‐0.905	   -­‐2	   1.153	   2	   1.268	   3	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Continued	  from	  previous	  page	   Factor	  
A	   B	   D	   E	   G	  
#	   Statement	   Z-­‐Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Factor	  D	   	  	   	  	   	   	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   1.165	   3	   -­‐0.612	   -­‐1	   2.159	   4	   -­‐0.725	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.925	   -­‐2	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐0.742	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.678	   -­‐1	   -­‐1.472	   -­‐4	   -­‐0.521	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.029	   0	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   -­‐2.344	   -­‐4	   -­‐0.01	   0	   -­‐0.905	   -­‐2	   1.153	   2	   1.268	   3	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   0.008	   0	   1.536	   4	   -­‐0.979	   -­‐2	   0.911	   2	   -­‐0.209	   0	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   -­‐0.412	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.48	   -­‐1	   1.876	   3	   0.242	   0	   0.495	   0	  
Factor	  E	   	  	   	  	   	   	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   -­‐0.804	   -­‐2	   0.547	   1	   0.686	   1	   1.822	   3	   -­‐0.296	   0	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   0.987	   3	   1.386	   3	   0.857	   2	   -­‐0.483	   -­‐1	   0.542	   1	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   0.313	   0	   1.112	   2	   0.242	   1	   2.064	   4	   0.552	   1	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   -­‐0.995	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.104	   0	   0.346	   1	   1.971	   4	   0.296	   0	  
Factor	  G	   	  	   	  	   	   	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   -­‐0.635	   -­‐1	   0.32	   1	   0.162	   0	   -­‐1.301	   -­‐3	   1.747	   4	  
28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   2.324	   4	   -­‐1.065	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.686	   -­‐1	   -­‐1.004	   -­‐2	   1.593	   3	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   -­‐0.549	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.424	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.898	   -­‐2	   -­‐0.39	   -­‐1	   1.138	   2	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Table	  5.6:	  	  Statements	  that	  are	  not	  distinguishing	  between	  any	  two	  factors	  at	  P	  >	  0.01	  
#	   Statement	  
Factor	  
A	   B	   D	   E	   G	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  
Z-­‐
Score	   Rank	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐0.742	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.678	   -­‐1	   -­‐1.472	   -­‐4	   -­‐0.521	   -­‐1	   -­‐0.029	   0	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   0.705	   2	   0.622	   1	   1.214	   2	   1.246	   2	   0.726	   2	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The	  results	  of	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  survey	  provide	  the	  foundation	  for	  interpretation.	  	  Interviews	  and	  post-­‐sort	  surveys	  add	  other	  pieces	  to	  build	  a	  rich	  interpretation	  of	  each	  factor	  providing	  insight	  into	  what	  the	  factors	  mean	  in	  relation	  to	  how	  southern	  Albertans	  who	  participate	  in	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships	  perceive	  the	  governance	  process	  and	  structure.	  	  
5.2 Summary	  	  The	  robustness	  of	  the	  Q-­‐method	  is	  due	  to	  the	  combination	  of	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  methods.	  	  This	  chapter	  described	  the	  quantitative	  approach	  to	  identifying	  the	  factors	  and	  the	  respective	  defining	  variables.	  	  Five	  factors	  were	  found	  in	  the	  population,	  each	  corresponding	  to	  a	  particular	  perspective.	  	  These	  results	  were	  expanded	  upon	  using	  interviews,	  Q-­‐sort	  arrays	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires	  to	  produce	  qualitative	  factor	  interpretations.	  	  Those	  interpretations	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Chapter	  6	  and	  cast	  some	  light	  onto	  the	  perspectives	  of	  southern	  Albertans	  on	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  process.	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6 Analysis	  &	  Discussion	  	  The	  Q-­‐Method	  is	  an	  inductive	  approach	  to	  understanding	  a	  specified	  theme	  by	  exposing	  different	  perspectives	  (or	  factors	  as	  they	  are	  more	  formally	  termed)	  found	  within	  a	  human	  population.	  	  Following	  the	  Q-­‐method,	  the	  factor	  interpretations	  presented	  in	  section	  6.1	  were	  based	  on	  the	  pre-­‐sort	  interviews,	  Q-­‐sort	  data	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  This	  chapter	  fulfills	  three	  goals:	  1.	   describe	  the	  five	  key	  perspectives,	  or	  factors	  among	  the	  active	  members	  of	  the	  Water	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils,	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  and	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  extracted	  from	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  data,	  	  2.	   discuss	  the	  five	  perspectives	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  academic	  literature,	  and	  	  3.	   provide	  an	  overview	  of	  how	  the	  five	  perspectives	  reflect	  policy	  expectations.	  
6.1 Factor	  Interpretation	  	  The	  Q-­‐method	  is	  best	  used	  to	  identify	  and	  understand	  perspectives	  of	  a	  specific	  topic	  within	  a	  population.	  	  Perspectives	  are	  identified	  through	  statistical	  analysis	  of	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  data	  and	  interpreted	  through	  analysis	  of	  the	  resultant	  factor	  arrays,	  and	  pre-­‐	  and	  post-­‐sort	  interviews/questionnaires.	  	  Watts	  and	  Stenner	  describe	  it	  best	  in	  that,	  “…the	  final	  product	  really	  must	  explain,	  or	  otherwise	  account	  for,	  the	  entire	  item	  configuration	  captured	  in	  the	  relevant	  factor	  array”	  (2012,	  149).	  	  The	  interpretation	  process	  was	  described	  in	  Chapter	  4	  and	  involved	  first	  developing	  a	  foundation	  by	  gathering	  and	  compiling	  information,	  and	  then	  interpreting	  that	  information	  to	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develop	  the	  factor	  descriptions.	  	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  section	  is	  to	  present	  the	  actual	  process	  used	  in	  gathering,	  organizing	  and	  preparing	  the	  data	  for	  the	  interpretations.	  	  	  
6.1.1 Developing	  a	  foundation	  	  Interpretation	  of	  the	  Q-­‐arrays	  requires	  organization.	  	  The	  data	  gathered	  throughout	  the	  Q-­‐method	  procedure	  had	  to	  be	  compiled	  and	  clues	  as	  to	  explain	  the	  Q-­‐arrays	  highlighted.	  	  The	  interviews	  and	  individual	  Q-­‐sorts	  became	  very	  important	  for	  the	  interpretations.	  	  Table	  6.1	  anonymously	  lists	  the	  21	  participants	  involved.	  	  Two	  sets	  of	  identification	  numbers	  were	  assigned:	  once	  during	  the	  pre-­‐survey	  interviews	  and	  again	  within	  Q-­‐Assessor	  to	  identify	  Q-­‐sorts	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires.	  	  	  From	  Table	  6.1,	  the	  five	  factors	  were	  most	  representative	  of	  the	  sectors	  and	  were	  not	  observably	  influenced	  by	  a	  geographical	  trend,	  which	  would	  have	  been	  indicated	  by	  similar	  Watershed	  Planning	  Advisory	  Council	  affiliation.	  	  Factor	  A	  was	  primarily	  affiliated	  with	  members	  representing	  environmental	  non-­‐government	  organizations	  (ENGO),	  Factor	  B	  Industry	  and	  Academia,	  Factor	  E	  Agriculture	  and	  Factor	  G	  Government.	  	  In	  accordance	  with	  the	  table,	  Factor	  D	  had	  no	  observable	  sectorial	  trend.	  	  This	  information	  was	  used	  to	  help	  inform	  the	  interpretations	  but	  by	  no	  means	  provided	  a	  complete	  picture	  of	  each	  factor.	  	  Interviews,	  Q-­‐sorts	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires	  provided	  the	  insight	  into	  the	  values	  and	  beliefs	  that	  formulate	  each	  perspective.	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Table	  6.1:	  	  Actual	  Q-­‐sort	  survey	  participants	  
Q-­‐Assessor	  
ID	  #	  
Pre-­‐sort	  
Interview	  ID	  
#	   Sector	  
Partnership	  Membership	  
Factor	  WPAC*	   WSG	   AWC	  5393	   16/17	   ENGO	  (Aquatic	  Ecosystems)	   x	   	   	   A	  5617	   16/17	   ENGO	   	   x	   	   A	  5628	   10	   Public	  (Environmental)	   x	   x	   x	   A	  5633	   	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	   x	   	   	   A	  5636	   	   ENGO	  (Fish)	   x	   x	   	   A	  5726	   	   ENGO	  (Wilderness	  &	  Wildlife)	   x	   	   	   A	  5389	   7	   Industry	  (Oil	  &	  Gas)	   x	   	   	   B	  5454	   11	   Academia	   x	   	   	   B	  5578	   	   Industry	  (Environmental	  Consulting)	   x	   	   	   B	  5512	   14	   Industry/Public	  (Environmental	  Management)	   x	   	   	   D	  5609	   3	   Academia/Research	   	   	   x	   D	  5656	   	   ENGO	  (Recreation)	   x	   	   	   D	  5970	   20	   Industry	  (Irrigation)	   x	   	   	   E	  6054	   21	   Industry	  (Ranching)	   x	   x	   	   E	  5513	   15	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	   x	   	   	   G	  5645	   2	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	   x	   	   	   G	  5922	   	   ENGO/Landowner	   x	   x	   	   G	  5388	   1	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	   x	   x	   	   No	  Sig.	  Factor	  Loading	  5625	   	   ENGO/Public	   x	   	   	  5631	   	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	   x	   	   	  5651	   5	   Industry	   	   	   x	  *	  10	  participants	  from	  the	  Oldman	  Watershed	  Council	  (OWC),	  5	  from	  the	  South	  East	  Alberta	  Watershed	  Alliance	  (SEAWA),	  2	  from	  the	  Bow	  River	  Basin	  Council	  (BRBC),	  2	  from	  the	  Red	  Deer	  River	  Watershed	  Alliance	  (RDRWA),	  1	  from	  the	  Milk	  River	  Watershed	  Council	  Canada	  (MRWCC),	  and	  1	  participant	  associated	  with	  3	  WPACs	  	  From	  the	  participant	  Q-­‐sort	  arrays,	  priorities	  were	  related	  to	  how	  statements	  were	  sorted	  and	  ranked.	  	  High	  priority	  statements	  evoke	  strong	  opinions	  and	  were	  sorted	  to	  the	  extremes	  with	  rankings	  of	  +4,	  +3,	  -­‐3	  or	  -­‐4,	  whereas	  statements	  of	  low	  priority	  were	  ranked	  0.	  	  As	  each	  statement	  represented	  an	  element	  of	  one	  of	  the	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance,	  the	  location	  and	  relative	  concentration	  of	  statements	  within	  the	  high	  and	  low	  ranges	  were	  used	  to	  attribute	  priority	  to	  each	  pillar.	  	  Figure	  6.1	  visually	  represents	  the	  location	  and	  concentration	  of	  statements	  for	  all	  five	  factors.	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Figure	  6.1:	  	  Location	  of	  statements	  in	  factor	  arrays	  according	  to	  associated	  pillar	  of	  good	  governance	  
	  	   For	  Factor	  A,	  statements	  reflecting	  participation	  and	  transparency	  were	  concentrated	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  array	  attributing	  low	  priority	  to	  those	  pillars.	  	  Alternately,	  adaptability	  and	  rule	  of	  law	  statements	  were	  sorted	  to	  the	  extremes	  indicative	  of	  high	  priority.	  	  Table	  6.2	  summarizes	  the	  trends	  found	  in	  Figure	  6.1	  and	  Table	  6.1.	  
	  
Table	  6.2:	  	  The	  five	  factors	  related	  to	  participant	  perceptions	  of	  the	  water	  governance	  process	  in	  southern	  Alberta,	  as	  interpreted	  from	  Q-­‐Sort	  survey	  data	  and	  their	  characteristics	  	   Factor	  A	   Factor	  B	   Factor	  D	   Factor	  E	   Factor	  G	  
Pillar(s)	  of	  High	  
Priority	  
Adaptability,	  Rule	  of	  Law	   Accountability,	  Participation	   Participation,	  Rule	  of	  Law	   Transparency	   Rule	  of	  Law,	  Transparency	  
Pillar(s)	  of	  Low	  
Priority	  
Participation,	  Transparency	   Rule	  of	  Law	   Transparency	   Participation	   Accountability	  
Associated	  Sector(s)	  
Environment	   Industry	  (Non-­‐Agriculture),	  Academia	   (No	  Trend)	   Industry	  (Agriculture)	   Provincial	  Government	  	   High	  priority	  pillars	  reflect	  the	  placement	  of	  Q-­‐sort	  statements	  at	  the	  extremes	  of	  the	  normal	  distribution,	  indicating	  high	  levels	  of	  agreement	  or	  disagreement.	  	  The	  pillars	  of	  high	  priority	  aligned	  with	  the	  values	  and	  beliefs	  expressed	  in	  the	  interviews	  and	  questionnaires	  indicating	  valued	  strengths	  and	  weaknesses	  in	  the	  current	  governance	  process.	  	  The	  statements	  sorted	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  normal	  distribution	  not	  only	  reflect	  areas	  that	  participants	  may	  feel	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indifferent	  towards	  or	  have	  limited	  knowledge	  of,	  they	  can	  also	  expose	  relationships	  between	  the	  elements	  of	  a	  pillar	  and	  how	  they	  contribute	  to	  polarity	  or	  bipolarity	  (Watts	  and	  Stenner	  2012).	  	  High	  and	  low	  priority	  pillars	  and	  statements	  were	  recorded	  in	  crib	  notes	  along	  with	  details	  extracted	  from	  the	  tables	  in	  Chapter	  5	  and	  Appendix	  Three,	  particularly	  the	  distinguishing	  statements.	  	  The	  crib	  notes	  contained	  highlights	  from	  the	  data	  that	  would	  late	  serve	  as	  clues	  when	  interpreting	  the	  perspectives.	  	  These	  notes	  became	  the	  foundation	  from	  which	  the	  factor	  interpretations	  emerged	  and	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  Four.	  	  
6.2 Describing	  the	  factors	  	  To	  develop	  the	  descriptions	  of	  the	  five	  factors,	  the	  clues	  recorded	  in	  the	  crib	  sheets	  were	  interpreted	  and	  then	  validated	  using	  the	  interview	  transcripts	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires.	  	  This	  section	  provides	  detailed	  interpretations	  of	  the	  five	  factors.	  	  Each	  is	  introduced	  with	  a	  descriptive	  name	  created	  to	  summarize	  a	  key	  value	  that	  was	  inferred	  to	  influence	  the	  opinions	  expressed.	  	  Each	  interpretation	  begins	  with	  a	  brief	  statistical	  overview,	  followed	  by	  a	  description	  of	  the	  values	  expressed	  in	  the	  Q-­‐sorts	  and	  supported	  by	  the	  representative	  participants’	  pre-­‐sort	  interviews	  and	  post-­‐sort	  questionnaires.	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6.2.1 Factor	  A	  –Protector	  	  Factor	  A	  has	  an	  eigenvalue	  of	  3.30	  and	  accounts	  for	  15.7%	  of	  the	  study	  variance,	  the	  largest	  percentage	  of	  all	  factors	  (Table	  6.2).	  	  Six	  participants	  are	  significantly	  representative	  of	  this	  factor;	  three	  are	  or	  have	  only	  been	  members	  of	  a	  Watershed	  Planning	  Advisory	  Council	  (WPAC),	  one	  is	  or	  has	  only	  been	  a	  member	  of	  a	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Group	  (WSG),	  and	  two	  have	  been	  or	  are	  members	  of	  multiple	  partnerships.	  	  ENGOs	  are	  represented	  by	  four	  of	  the	  participants,	  municipal	  government	  by	  one,	  and	  one	  sits	  as	  a	  general	  member	  of	  the	  public	  but	  has	  environmental	  interests.	  
Protectors	  consider	  the	  effects	  water	  management	  decisions	  can	  have	  on	  the	  future	  of	  the	  environment,	  community	  and	  successional	  generations.	  	  They	  believe	  that	  decision	  making	  must	  protect	  the	  long-­‐term	  needs	  of	  the	  environment	  and	  future	  generations	  as	  best	  as	  can	  be	  done.	  	  Adaptability	  acknowledges	  that	  circumstances	  change	  over	  time	  and	  for	  this	  reason	  is	  a	  priority	  to	  those	  with	  this	  perspective.	  	  The	  need	  for	  adaptability	  even	  influences	  how	  elements	  of	  accountability	  and	  participation	  are	  perceived.	  	  These	  individuals	  place	  high	  value	  on	  the	  current	  process	  under	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy;	  it	  enables	  them	  to	  bring	  a	  perspective	  to	  the	  process	  that	  they	  feel	  is	  far	  too	  often	  neglected.	  	  The	  social	  nature	  of	  shared	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  feeds	  not	  only	  a	  personal	  interest	  in	  finding	  innovative	  solutions	  to	  the	  issues,	  but	  provides	  a	  venue	  for	  Protectors	  to	  fulfill	  what	  they	  believe	  is	  their	  responsibility	  to	  represent	  others,	  especially	  those	  without	  a	  voice.	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   The	  Protector	  perspective	  has	  been	  attributed	  most	  strongly	  to	  participants	  representing	  the	  environment	  sector.	  	  These	  individuals	  do	  not	  associate	  themselves	  with	  special	  interest	  groups	  but	  see	  it	  their	  responsibility	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  partnerships	  to	  speak	  on	  behalf	  of	  the	  voiceless	  such	  as	  future	  generations	  and	  the	  environment.	  “One	  of	  the	  biggest	  virtues	  of	  WPACs	  is	  creating	  that	  open,	  transparent	  forum	   for	  discussions	  about	   this	  and	   taking	   it	  out	  of	   the	  back	   rooms	  and	  the	  locked	  boardroom	  tables”	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  196).	  	  The	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships	  create	  a	  decentralized	  approach	  to	  water	  management	  where	  transparency	  is	  improved	  and	  diverse	  views	  are	  heard.	  	  	  Through	  the	  current	  governance	  process	  Protectors	  have	  been	  witness	  to	  many	  successes	  regarding	  public	  involvement	  including	  the	  building	  of	  understanding,	  trust	  and	  cooperation	  between	  members.	  	  As	  one	  participant	  described:	  	  “We	  advise	  each	  other	  and	  help	  each	  other	  around	  the	  table	  regardless	  of	   the	   fact	   that	   we	   might	   have	   competing	   interests	   in	   water”	  (Interview	  10,	  Line	  608).	  	  Mutual	  respect	  strengthens	  the	  possibility	  of	  finding	  solutions	  and	  creating	  change	  on	  the	  ground	  in	  a	  timely	  fashion;	  it	  builds	  adaptability	  to	  changing	  circumstances.	  	  To	  those	  with	  this	  perspective	  great	  awareness	  is	  given	  to	  relationship	  dynamics	  between	  stakeholders.	  	  It	  is	  observed	  that	  with	  trust	  and	  understanding	  transparency,	  cooperation	  and	  conflict	  resolution	  are	  enhanced.	  	  By	  expanding	  how	  stakeholders	  perceive	  water	  issues	  and	  each	  other,	  successes	  can	  be	  achieved:	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“What	  I've	  come	  to	  see	  is	  it	  has	  allowed	  us	  to	  build	  trust.	  	  It	  allowed	  us	  to	  have	  dialogue	  and	  to	  cooperate	  such	  that	  when	  we	  finally	  did	  come	  out	  with	   something	   -­‐	   that	  we	   reached	   consensus	   on,	   or	  were	   happy	  with,	   or	  were	   prepared	   to	   submit	   to	   government	   -­‐	   it	  was	   very,	   very	  powerful	   because	   we	   had	   compromised.	   	   We	   resolved	   the	   huge	  confrontational	  issues”	  (Interview	  10,	  Line	  84).	  	  Successful	  collaboration	  and	  compromise	  maintains	  hopefulness	  for	  adaptability,	  change	  and	  reaching	  sustainability.	  	  Protectors	  want	  to	  contribute	  to	  solutions	  and	  create	  change	  and	  believe	  they	  can	  through	  the	  venue	  of	  the	  partnerships.	  “It	  gives	  me	  a	  sense	  of	  purpose	  and	  meaning.	  	  I	  think	  it's	  important	  to	  keep	  saying	  this	  instead	  of	  walking	  away	  from	  it.	  	  I've	  never	  been	  one	  who	  gives	  up	  easily.	  You	  see	  little	  gains	  here	  and	  there	  but	  the	  number	  of	  people	  who	  are	  influenced	  -­‐	  bright,	  young	  people	  who	  understand	  a	  greater	  good	  and	  are	  working	  on	  it	  -­‐	  there's	  hope”	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  436).	  	  There’s	  a	  hope	  that	  the	  sharing	  of	  information	  and	  knowledge	  can	  bring	  about	  common	  understanding	  and	  inspire	  people.	  	  “Hope”	  is	  a	  common	  term	  that	  
Protectors	  use	  to	  speak	  about	  their	  participation	  in	  the	  water	  governance	  process.	  	  As	  one	  participant	  stated:	  “I'm	   not	   going	   to	   abandon	   my	   work	   on	   these	   governance	   agencies	  because	  I	  think	  they	  do	  good	  work…	  You	  have	  to	  maintain	  some	  kind	  of	  hopefulness”	  (Interview	  10,	  Line	  343).	  	  Open	  invitation	  for	  public	  participation	  and	  the	  relationships	  that	  develop	  between	  stakeholders	  ensure	  all	  views	  are	  considered	  in	  decision	  making	  and	  gives	  
Protectors	  hope	  that	  their	  concerns	  will	  be	  heard	  and	  that	  someday	  status	  quo	  will	  fall	  away	  to	  make	  room	  for	  ecological	  protection.	  	  Protectors	  participate	  because	  they	  believe	  in	  the	  possibilities	  and	  opportunities	  of	  a	  shared	  governance	  process.	  	  Despite	  the	  development	  of	  trust,	  cooperation	  and	  open	  discussion,	  
Protectors	  still	  consider	  adaptability	  to	  be	  poor	  (Statement	  27,	  Rank	  +3).	  	  Gaps	  in	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participation,	  a	  focus	  on	  maintaining	  status	  quo,	  and	  a	  lack	  of	  action	  by	  government	  have	  been	  identified	  by	  the	  participants	  as	  contributors	  to	  poor	  adaptability.	  	  They	  recognize	  that	  participation	  is	  not	  perfect.	  	  Some	  sectors	  and	  groups	  are	  poorly	  represented	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  there	  is	  no	  legislation	  backing	  Water	  for	  Life	  causes	  difficulty	  in	  ensuring	  everyone	  is	  at	  the	  table.	  	  First	  Nations	  are	  seldom	  represented	  due	  to	  what	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  differences	  in	  tradition.	  	  Special	  interest	  groups,	  some	  industries	  and	  government	  ministries	  such	  as	  Alberta	  Agriculture	  are	  seemingly	  uninterested	  in	  participating	  (17,-­‐4).	  	  	  “If	  Alberta	  Agriculture	  doesn't	   think	   it	  needs	  to	  be	  at	   the	  table	  of	   the	  WPAC,	  if	  the	  forestry	  services	  doesn't	  think	  it	  needs	  to	  be	  at	  the	  table,	  if	  industry	  doesn't	  think	  it	  needs	  to	  be	  at	  the	  table	  then	  the	  WPAC	  can	  not	   work.	   	   [The	   WPACs]	   do	   not	   have	   the	   authority	   because	   those	  groups	   do	   not	   see	   them	   as	   having	   authority.	   	   They're	   not	   there	  because	   they	   figure	   there	   are	   other	   ways	   to	   accomplish	   their	   ends	  with	  water”	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  125).	  	  Rather,	  the	  non-­‐participating	  groups	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  working	  outside	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  (39,+4).	  	  It	  is	  suspected	  that	  some	  find	  it	  more	  effective	  to	  lobby	  government	  directly	  than	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  partnerships	  and	  have	  discussions	  with	  other	  stakeholders.	  	  They	  have	  their	  own	  agenda	  that	  they	  do	  not	  want	  to	  negotiate	  the	  terms	  of	  so	  have	  found	  other	  ways	  to	  fulfill	  it.	  	   It	  is	  perceived	  that	  even	  those	  who	  sit	  at	  the	  governance	  table	  bring	  their	  own	  self-­‐interested	  agendas.	  	  It	  has	  been	  observed	  by	  those	  sharing	  the	  Protector	  perspective	  that	  industry	  is	  often	  the	  loudest	  voice	  and	  most	  favoured.	  	  	  	  	  “Agribusiness	  and	  energy	  still	  control	  government	  policy.	  	  Any	  push	  for	  ecology	  results	  in	  no	  research	  dollars”	  (Questionnaire	  5388).	  	  It	  is	  perceived	  that	  projects	  that	  potentially	  challenge	  agricultural	  practices	  and	  threaten	  profits	  do	  not	  get	  much	  support	  and	  funding.	  	  Most	  decisions	  are	  made	  on	  a	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short-­‐term	  scale	  and	  are	  related	  to	  economics	  or	  maintaining	  status	  quo,	  which	  is	  often	  observed	  to	  be	  in	  line	  with	  Industry’s	  agenda	  (24,+4).	  	  Individuals	  with	  this	  perspective	  also	  see	  the	  Government’s	  inactivity	  on	  following	  up	  on	  recommendations	  provided	  by	  the	  partnerships	  as	  a	  way	  to	  help	  fulfill	  Industry’s	  agenda.	  	  	  	  “My	   observation	   is	   that	   despite	   the	   work	   of	   WPACs	   and	   AWC	  suggesting	  changes	  are	  needed	  to	  policy	  and	  perhaps	   legislation	  (e.g.	  wetland	   policy,	   water	   allocation	   review,	   use	   of	   conserved	   water),	  government	  maintains	  the	  status	  quo	  because	  of	  short-­‐term	  economic	  interests	   (e.g.	   oil	   sands	   development,	   irrigation	   expansion	   and	  [irrigation	  districts]	   licence	  amendments	   that	   allow	   [districts]	   to	  use	  water	  for	  other	  purposes)”	  (Questionnaire	  5393).	  	  With	  the	  perception	  that	  status	  quo	  is	  being	  maintained,	  it	  is	  believed	  that	  opportunities	  to	  address	  future	  needs	  are	  being	  lost	  (4,+3;	  Questionnaire	  5393).	  	  Government	  is	  not	  following	  through	  on	  recommendations,	  “won’t	  make	  the	  tough	  decisions”	  and	  is	  not	  upholding	  its	  leadership	  role	  (17,-­‐4;	  Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  238).	  	  It	  is	  frustrating	  and	  disappointing	  to	  those	  with	  this	  perspective.	  “If	   the	  government	  showed	  any	  signs	  of	  acting	  on	  recommendations,	  on	   the	   plethora	   of	   recommendations	   that	   have	   been	  made	   to	   them,	  then	  I	  would	  feel	  very	  happy”	  (Interview	  10,Line	  61).	  	  Although	  Protectors	  see	  a	  lack	  of	  government	  action	  as	  fulfilling	  the	  agenda	  of	  agriculture	  and	  industry,	  they	  recognize	  that	  they	  are	  not	  alone	  in	  feeling	  dissatisfied	  with	  the	  government.	  	  	  
Protectors	  see	  frustration	  building	  not	  only	  in	  themselves,	  but	  within	  all	  stakeholders	  at	  the	  table.	  	  The	  partnerships	  produce	  a	  lot	  of	  information	  and	  recommendations	  but	  rely	  upon	  Government	  to	  make	  the	  decisions	  and	  create	  real	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change.	  	  It	  appears	  that	  the	  Government	  is	  not	  acting	  (36,-­‐3).	  	  In	  the	  meantime,	  the	  public	  is	  observed	  to	  be	  taking	  their	  own	  action	  to	  generate	  results	  (4,+3).	  “Things	   happen	   but	   it	   seems	   to	   me	   that	   it's	   outside	   the	   regulatory	  system	  where	   the	  major	   changes	   are	   happening.	   	   People	   are	   getting	  together	  and	  saying,	   ‘well	  the	  Government	  isn't	  doing	  anything	  about	  [a	   given	   issue]’	   so	   groups	   form	   and	   they	   go	   out	   and	   start	   doing	  [remedial	   activities]	   on	   a	   voluntary	   basis.	   	   There's	   nothing	   in	   law	   to	  encourage	  or	   incent	  people	   to	  do	   that.	   	   It's	   all	   voluntary,	  outside	   the	  law”	  (Interview	  10,	  Line	  442).	  	  Typically	  this	  action	  refers	  to	  stewardship	  activities	  but	  some	  WPAC	  members	  are	  also	  considering	  a	  WPAC	  transition	  from	  having	  a	  purely	  advisory	  role	  to	  one	  that	  leans	  more	  sharply	  towards	  advocacy.	  	  As	  advocacy	  groups,	  WPACs	  would	  no	  longer	  comply	  with	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  and	  exclude	  them	  from	  the	  process,	  yet	  a	  debate	  between	  advocacy	  and	  advisory	  continues.	  	  Protectors	  fear	  a	  shift	  towards	  advocacy	  as	  it	  would	  compromise	  the	  value	  they	  find	  in	  the	  governance	  process;	  the	  partnerships	  in	  their	  advisory	  roles	  serve	  to	  create	  equality	  between	  the	  different	  perspectives,	  and	  validate	  their	  cause	  of	  representing	  the	  environment	  and	  future	  generations.	  To	  preserve	  and	  solidify	  the	  governance	  process,	  Protectors	  support	  the	  use	  of	  legislation	  criticizing	  the	  lack	  thereof	  (39,+4).	  	  Legislation	  can	  provide	  the	  assurance	  that	  the	  Government	  will	  move	  forward	  on	  recommendations,	  that	  everyone	  is	  at	  the	  table	  pushing	  their	  agendas	  on	  an	  equal	  playing	  field,	  and	  that	  all	  stakeholders	  are	  held	  accountable	  for	  following	  through	  on	  commitments.	  	  Currently	  no	  legislation	  is	  in	  place	  that	  supports	  Water	  for	  Life	  to	  ensure	  the	  goals	  are	  met,	  leaving	  some	  to	  believe	  that	  the	  strategy	  is	  only	  a	  tool	  government	  uses	  to	  look	  good	  and	  divert	  public	  attention	  and	  criticism	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  354).	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Despite	  a	  lack	  of	  legislation	  to	  support	  the	  partnerships	  and	  the	  challenges	  associated	  with	  adaptability	  and	  participation,	  members	  with	  this	  perspective	  still	  see	  tremendous	  value	  in	  the	  mutual	  understanding,	  trust,	  and	  cooperation	  between	  all	  stakeholders	  that	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  has	  built.	  	  Protectors	  call	  for	  the	  government	  to	  be	  accountable	  to	  the	  people	  and	  the	  partnerships.	  	  They	  call	  for	  action	  and	  improved	  participation	  to	  ensure	  that	  their	  contributions	  are	  validated	  and	  realized.	  	  Change	  for	  greater	  sustainability	  is	  what	  they	  hope	  for	  and	  believe	  that	  governance	  under	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  fulfill	  that	  change.	  
6.2.2 Factor	  B	  –	  Opportunist	  	  Factor	  B	  has	  an	  eigenvalue	  of	  2.03	  and	  accounts	  for	  9.7%	  of	  the	  study	  variance	  (Table	  6.2).	  	  Three	  participants	  are	  significantly	  representative	  of	  this	  factor;	  two	  represent	  non-­‐agricultural	  industry	  and	  one	  represents	  academia.	  	  All	  are	  or	  have	  been	  members	  of	  a	  Watershed	  Planning	  Advisory	  Council	  (WPAC).	  	   An	  Opportunist	  places	  accountability	  and	  participation	  as	  priorities	  to	  governance	  and	  is	  most	  characteristic	  of	  an	  individual	  representing	  industry	  and	  academia.	  	  High	  value	  is	  placed	  on	  acquiring	  and	  interpreting	  data	  and	  technical	  knowledge	  for	  informed	  planning	  and	  decision	  making	  in	  the	  watersheds	  (Statement	  9,	  Rank	  -­‐3).	  	  People	  with	  this	  perspective	  consider	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships	  to	  be	  places	  of	  opportunity,	  where	  finding	  innovative	  solutions	  is	  possible.	  From	  the	  perspective	  of	  an	  Opportunist,	  technical	  capacity	  and	  participation	  are	  critical	  for	  the	  function	  of	  the	  partnerships	  and	  offers	  many	  opportunities	  for	  change.	  	  Technical	  capacity	  is	  necessary	  for	  good,	  informed	  decision	  making	  and	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project	  development.	  	  With	  WPACs	  established	  and	  some	  issues	  identified,	  finding	  solutions	  and	  seeing	  them	  realized	  is	  at	  the	  top	  of	  business.	  	  “Now	  [the	  WPACs	  are]	  moving	  on	  to	  actually	  doing	  things	  and	  at	  that	  point	   it’s	   even	   doubly	   important	   to	   have	   the	   technical	   expertise”	  (Interview	  11,	  Line	  391).	  	  Technical	  capacity	  refers	  to	  the	  availability	  of	  data	  and	  the	  ability	  to	  understand	  and	  apply,	  for	  example,	  the	  concepts	  and	  principles	  of	  such	  disciplines	  as	  ecology,	  climatology,	  geography,	  geology,	  sociology,	  engineering,	  and	  hydrology.	  	  WPACs	  are	  comprised	  of	  very	  limited	  staff	  and	  volunteers.	  	  Technical	  capacity	  varies	  with	  the	  composition	  of	  the	  board	  and	  is	  often	  not	  to	  the	  level	  required	  to	  completely	  understand	  the	  issues.	  	  Difficulties	  securing	  reliable	  funding	  for	  monitoring	  projects,	  and	  programs	  for	  data	  collection	  and	  management	  also	  add	  to	  the	  challenges	  of	  building	  technical	  capacity	  (32,	  0).	  	  “The	   issue	   for	   our	   membership	   is	   that	   it	   requires	   multi-­‐millions	   of	  dollars	  to	  correct	  and	  to	  gather	  the	  data	  that	  we	  need	  to	  fill	  those	  data	  gaps	   and	  we	   simply	   don’t	   have	   that	   funding	   and	   it	   doesn’t	   look	   like	  we’ll	  get	  that	  funding.	  	  How	  those	  gaps	  will	  be	  filled	  is	  just	  completely	  unknown	   and	   until	  we	   start	   tackling	   those	   things	   it’s	   hard	   for	   us	   to	  even	   know	   what	   is	   going	   right	   or	   wrong	   within	   the	   watershed”	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  242).	  	  Without	  good	  data,	  it	  is	  difficult	  for	  WPACs	  to	  respond	  to	  the	  issues	  appropriately	  and	  develop	  solutions.	  	  Academia,	  industry	  and	  government	  often	  have	  trained	  employees,	  scientists,	  researchers	  and	  dedicated	  departments	  to	  help	  deal	  with	  the	  complexity	  and	  technical	  nature	  of	  water	  issues.	  	  However,	  Opportunists	  believe	  that	  government	  is	  the	  most	  reliable	  and	  consistent	  source	  of	  technical	  capacity;	  volunteers	  come	  and	  go.	  	  Currently,	  this	  perspective	  identifies	  technical	  capacity	  to	  be	  a	  weakness	  in	  water	  governance.	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Participation	  can	  help	  build	  technical	  capacity	  when	  diverse,	  skilled	  and	  knowledgeable	  stakeholders	  are	  working	  together	  at	  the	  governance	  table.	  	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships	  are	  observed	  to	  be	  of	  benefit	  in	  that	  they	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  do	  things	  the	  government	  often	  can	  not,	  such	  as	  engage	  a	  broader	  range	  of	  stakeholders.	  	  	  “WPACs	  are	  ideal	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  they	  bring	  in	  more	  people	  and	  they	  expand	   the	  engagement,	   the	   community	   involvement”	   (Interview	  11,	  Line	  685).	  	  Individuals	  with	  this	  perspective	  attribute	  broad	  interest	  and	  participation	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  partnerships	  are	  organizations	  independent	  of	  government.	  	  Some	  stakeholder	  groups	  and	  individuals	  do	  not	  want	  to	  work	  directly	  with	  the	  government	  but	  will	  participate	  in	  the	  WSGs,	  WPACs	  and	  the	  AWC.	  	  The	  partnerships	  allow	  the	  locals	  to	  take	  responsibility	  and	  ownership	  for	  solving	  the	  issues	  they	  personally	  face	  (21,	  +4).	  	  While	  the	  concept	  and	  structure	  of	  these	  partnerships	  is	  considered	  by	  opportunists	  to	  be	  suitable	  for	  attracting	  and	  supporting	  broad	  stakeholder	  participation,	  engaging	  the	  general	  public	  is	  very	  challenging.	  	  	  “I	   firmly	   believe	   that	   the	   opportunity	   is	   there	   for	   everyone	   to	  participate	   but	   at	   the	   same	   time	   recognize	   that	   the	   public	   is	   either	  confused	   or	   disengaged	   from	   the	   process	   to	   a	   level	   that	   is	   very	  concerning”	  (Interview	  5389).	  	  It	  is	  acknowledged	  that	  membership	  and	  participation	  is	  open	  to	  any	  interested	  member	  of	  the	  public;	  however,	  few	  are	  choosing	  to	  become	  involved	  (8,	  -­‐3).	  	  This	  results	  in	  an	  exclusion	  of	  voices	  and	  leaves	  watershed	  plans	  vulnerable.	  	  For	  example,	  to	  fulfill	  plans	  developed	  by	  the	  partnerships,	  full	  participation	  is	  required.	  	  Everyone	  needs	  to	  do	  their	  part	  and	  contribute	  to	  meeting	  the	  goals.	  	  That	  is	  not	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happening	  because	  the	  general	  public	  is	  disengaged	  (12,	  +4).	  	  Opportunists	  attribute	  this	  to	  the	  general	  public	  not	  being	  properly	  informed	  of	  the	  importance	  and	  benefits	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  and	  associated	  partnerships.	  	  	  	  “…the	   whole	   concept	   of	  WPACs	   is	   interesting	   and	   a	   good	   one	   but	   I	  don’t	  think	  it’s	  well	  understood	  by	  the	  general	  public.	   	  They’re	  not	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   	  People	  don’t	  understand	  how	  influential	  WPACs	   can	   be	   and	   what	   their	   role	   is	   and	   I	   think	   that’s	   a	   general	  weakness	   of	   the	   whole	   Water	   for	   Life	   strategy”	   (Interview	   7,	   Line	  309).	  	  By	  perceiving	  the	  partnerships,	  particularly	  the	  WPACs,	  as	  a	  venue	  for	  opportunity	  to	  develop	  innovative	  solutions,	  participation	  in	  the	  process	  is	  valued	  by	  
Opportunists.	  	  Without	  a	  public	  that	  is	  interested	  in	  the	  issues	  and	  willing	  to	  cooperate	  and	  collaborate	  on	  solutions,	  the	  success	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  is	  limited.	  	  	  It	  is	  not	  just	  general	  public	  engagement	  that	  is	  observed	  as	  being	  difficult;	  even	  engaging	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  can	  be	  a	  challenge.	  	  As	  noted	  during	  an	  interview:	  “It’s	   always	   an	   issue	   that	   brings	   [the	   stewardship	   groups]	   out	   of	   the	  woodwork	   and	   gets	   them	  active	   and	   then	   once	   the	   issue	   is	   resolved	  they	  go	  away	  so	  they	  can	  be	  very	  hard	  to	  maintain	  contact	  with	  and	  if	  you	   don’t	   provide	   the	   resources	   needed	   immediately	   for	   that	   issue,	  they	  become	  disengaged”	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  157).	  	  
Opportunists	  recognize	  that	  it	  is	  the	  local	  issues	  that	  people	  are	  interested	  in	  tackling	  because	  those	  issues	  are	  the	  most	  obvious	  and	  meaningful	  to	  them.	  	  Consequently	  the	  same	  people	  are	  observed	  to	  have	  little	  interest	  in	  continuing	  to	  build,	  strengthen	  and	  maintain	  the	  stewardship	  groups	  or	  participate	  in	  the	  other	  partnerships.	  	  For	  example,	  they	  may	  prefer	  to	  focus	  their	  time	  and	  energy	  on	  restoring	  the	  health	  of	  a	  river	  running	  through	  their	  pasture	  rather	  than	  spending	  time	  and	  energy	  to	  contribute	  to	  larger	  scale	  WPAC	  projects.	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Industry	  engagement	  is	  another	  challenge	  as	  industry	  can	  be	  confused	  by	  its	  role	  as	  a	  stakeholder	  at	  the	  WPAC	  table	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  366).	  	  Often	  the	  issues	  are	  outside	  of	  their	  scope	  of	  business.	  	  Without	  regulation,	  hard	  rules	  to	  follow	  or	  targets	  to	  meet,	  it	  sometimes	  feels	  like	  a	  waste	  of	  their	  time	  to	  be	  caught	  up	  in	  numerous	  discussions	  around	  watershed	  issues	  that	  their	  companies	  are	  not	  directly	  linked	  into	  (39,	  +3).	  	  It	  is	  not	  always	  clear	  how	  they	  fit	  in	  and	  yet	  industry	  is	  important	  for	  technical	  capacity	  and	  needs	  to	  be	  participating	  (20,	  +3).	  	  “I	   think	   that’s	   where	   some	   of	   that	   muscle	   would	   come	   from	  government	  where	  even	  helping	  stakeholders	  understand	  why	  this	  is	  important	   and	   what	   their	   role	   needs	   to	   be	   and	   how	   it	   is	   going	   to	  impact	  them	  down	  the	  road”	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  370).	  	  
Opportunists	  value	  commitment	  from	  participants	  and	  recognize	  that	  without	  a	  clear	  understanding	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  and	  shared	  governance,	  stakeholders	  become	  disengaged	  too	  easily	  and	  walk	  away	  from	  the	  table	  rather	  than	  taking	  advantage	  of	  opportunities	  to	  collaborate	  on	  innovative	  solutions.	  	  	   Opportunists	  attribute	  low	  levels	  of	  commitment	  to	  the	  governance	  process	  to	  not	  only	  confusion	  or	  a	  lack	  of	  interest,	  but	  also	  to	  membership	  that	  is	  strictly	  voluntary.	  	  Some	  people	  are	  compensated	  for	  their	  time	  through	  an	  employer	  but	  many	  are	  not;	  therefore,	  it	  can	  become	  a	  financial	  burden	  to	  attend	  meetings	  and	  fulfill	  duties.	  	  As	  well,	  the	  process	  is	  long	  and	  slow,	  which	  can	  become	  tiring	  and	  discouraging	  to	  volunteers.	  	  	  “…water	   planning	   in	   general	   is	   such	   a	   long	   term	   process,	   this	   is	  something	  you	  need	  to	  do	  over	  decades	  it’s	  hard	  to	  get	  people	  to	  stick	  with	  it”	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  325).	  	  Some	  of	  the	  factors	  Opportunists	  identify	  as	  slowing	  progress	  are	  a	  lack	  of	  data,	  poor	  data,	  poor	  technical	  capacity,	  and	  the	  use	  of	  a	  shared	  governance	  model	  based	  on	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consensus.	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  government	  is	  often	  seen	  as	  not	  acting	  on	  recommendations	  from	  the	  partnerships.	  	  Opportunists	  observe	  that	  without	  observable	  progress,	  enthusiasm	  from	  the	  members	  deflates	  as	  they	  begin	  to	  question	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  process	  and	  their	  role	  (20,	  +3).	  “…burn-­‐out	   was	   predictable	   and	   is	   clearly	   already	   occurring	   -­‐	   the	  WPAC	  mechanism	  seemed	  like	  a	  good	  idea	  but	  it's	  much	  too	  reliant	  on	  volunteers.	  	  People	  are	  generous	  but	  with	  year-­‐after-­‐year	  frustrations	  and	  efforts,	  burn-­‐out	  is	  inevitable”	  (Interview	  5454).	  	  Eventually	  people	  become	  tired,	  worn-­‐out	  and	  fed	  up	  and	  turn	  their	  energy	  and	  efforts	  away	  from	  Water	  for	  Life	  (6,	  +3).	  With	  member	  burnout,	  turnover	  becomes	  common	  and	  frequent.	  	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  form	  and	  dissolve	  quickly	  once	  a	  project	  has	  been	  completed	  or	  resources	  run	  out.	  	  WPAC	  volunteers	  become	  burnt	  out	  and	  frustrated	  due	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  tangible	  results,	  delays	  in	  getting	  resources,	  and	  long	  work	  terms.	  	  The	  public	  is	  not	  engaged.	  	  People	  do	  not	  understand	  how	  important	  their	  voice	  and	  involvement	  is	  to	  the	  discussions	  around	  water	  management	  and	  planning.	  	  Opportunists	  do	  not	  observe	  the	  effects	  of	  turnover	  in	  the	  weakening	  of	  participation,	  but	  rather	  of	  processes	  and	  opportunities	  reliant	  on	  continuity	  and	  technical	  capacity.	  	  From	  this	  perspective	  where	  technical	  capacity	  is	  valued,	  turnover	  is	  identified	  as	  a	  significant	  issue	  that	  results	  in	  a	  loss	  of	  continuity	  and	  a	  weakening	  of	  technical	  capacity.	  	  It	  takes	  time	  to	  build	  knowledge	  and	  develop	  relationships	  with	  other	  groups,	  organizations	  and	  individuals.	  	  Knowledge	  and	  social	  relationships	  are	  necessary	  for	  understanding	  issues	  and	  finding	  solutions.	  	  When	  people	  leave	  the	  partnerships	  continuity	  is	  lost.	  	  They	  take	  with	  them	  their	  knowledge,	  expertise	  and	  connections	  to	  stakeholders	  and	  external	  organizations	  and	  individuals.	  	  It	  takes	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time	  to	  build	  and	  restore	  what	  was	  lost.	  	  Turnover	  is	  regular	  both	  in	  paid	  staff	  and	  volunteer	  members;	  it	  becomes	  a	  constant	  that	  restricts	  WPACs	  to	  tackling	  short-­‐term	  projects.	  	  However,	  Opportunists	  do	  not	  necessarily	  see	  this	  as	  a	  negative	  since	  WPACs	  rarely	  have	  adequate	  technical	  capacity	  to	  fully	  understand	  and	  solve	  the	  long-­‐term	  issues.	  Since	  water	  planning	  and	  management	  are	  long-­‐term,	  Opportunists	  believe	  that	  the	  Government	  has	  to	  remain	  an	  active	  partner	  and	  supporter	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  They	  bring	  the	  continuity	  that	  WPACs	  struggle	  with	  (25,	  -­‐4).	  	  Despite	  the	  difficulties	  turnover	  and	  volunteer	  burnout	  poses	  to	  WPACs,	  the	  support	  from	  Government	  has	  been	  “excellent”	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  225).	  	  Opportunists	  consider	  the	  WPACs	  to	  have	  very	  good	  relationships	  with	  the	  Government	  ministries,	  especially	  Alberta	  Environment	  and	  Sustainable	  Resource	  Development	  (23,	  -­‐4;	  38,	  -­‐3).	  	  So	  long	  as	  the	  Government	  does	  not	  “absolve	  themselves	  or	  delegate	  too	  much	  authority”	  to	  the	  partnerships	  planning	  should	  be	  able	  to	  move	  forward,	  even	  if	  it	  is	  slowly	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  325).	  	   Opportunists	  appreciate	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  as	  an	  opportunity	  to	  work	  collaboratively	  on	  finding	  solutions	  to	  the	  issues.	  	  They	  value	  technical	  capacity	  and	  recognize	  the	  largest	  weaknesses	  to	  the	  governance	  process	  are	  those	  that	  weaken	  technical	  capacity	  such	  as	  poor	  participation	  from	  the	  public,	  and	  continuous	  turnover	  and	  burnout	  in	  staff	  and	  volunteers.	  	  Knowledge	  is	  key	  in	  defining	  and	  solving	  water	  issues.	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6.2.4 Factor	  D	  –	  Decentralists	  	  Factor	  D	  has	  an	  eigenvalue	  of	  1.65	  and	  accounts	  for	  7.8%	  of	  the	  study	  variance	  (Table	  6.2).	  	  Three	  participants	  are	  significantly	  representative	  of	  this	  factor;	  two	  are	  or	  have	  been	  members	  of	  a	  WPAC	  and	  represent	  industry	  and	  recreation.	  	  The	  remaining	  participant	  is	  or	  has	  been	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Alberta	  Watershed	  Council	  (AWC)	  and	  represents	  academia.	  	   The	  Decentralist	  perspective	  places	  participation	  and	  rule	  of	  law	  as	  priorities	  in	  the	  water	  governance	  process.	  	  Within	  this	  perspective,	  local	  involvement	  in	  identifying	  and	  solving	  issues	  is	  the	  most	  logical	  approach	  to	  water	  management.	  	  They	  support	  a	  collaborative	  approach	  where	  locals	  identify	  the	  issues,	  find	  the	  solutions	  and	  then	  work	  with	  government	  at	  arms-­‐length	  to	  tackle	  them	  (Statement	  39,	  Rank	  -­‐3).	  	  Currently	  the	  governance	  process	  is	  open	  and	  transparent	  and	  well	  supported	  by	  a	  broad	  spectrum	  of	  sectors;	  however,	  greater	  participation	  from	  the	  general	  public	  is	  missing.	  	  For	  greater	  success,	  public	  involvement	  is	  needed	  as	  local	  initiative,	  not	  regulation,	  will	  solve	  the	  problems	  (4,	  +4).	  This	  perspective	  is	  not	  exclusive	  to	  any	  one	  sector	  but	  shared	  between	  individuals	  who	  value	  decentralized,	  local	  level	  decision	  making.	  	  Value	  is	  placed	  on	  watershed	  level	  decision	  making	  (16,	  +4).	  	  “Nearly	  all	  acute	  water	  issues	  are	  local,	  chronic	  issues	  are	  sometimes	  regional,	  and	  always	  within	  a	  watershed”	  (Questionnaire	  5512).	  	  It’s	  at	  this	  scale	  that	  building	  relationships	  and	  engaging	  the	  public	  is	  most	  effective	  for	  water	  management	  (Questionnaire	  5609).	  	  Decentralists	  recognize	  that	  issues	  are	  localized	  and	  differ	  across	  the	  province.	  	  They	  support	  the	  current	  water	  governance	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structure	  but	  desire	  the	  government	  to	  give	  more	  authority	  to	  local	  decision-­‐makers	  rather	  than	  a	  province-­‐wide	  blanketing	  of	  plans	  or	  regulation.	  “Oftentimes,	  way	  too	  often	  in	  my	  own	  personal	  view,	  government	  tries	  to	  or	  thinks	  they	  are	  required	  to	  regulate	  across	  the	  board.	  	  Across	  the	  board	   in	  a	   jurisdiction	  the	  size	  of	  Alberta	  with	  vastly	  different	   issues	  across	   the	   province,	   I	   don’t	   think	   a	   lot	   of	   times	   makes	   sense”	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  425).	  	  The	  issues	  experienced	  from	  one	  end	  of	  the	  province	  to	  the	  other	  are	  “very	  different”	  and	  often	  decision	  making	  will	  hit	  a	  stalemate	  if	  large	  province-­‐wide	  plans	  and	  regulation	  are	  attempted	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  423).	  	  Decentralists	  are	  especially	  cognizant	  of	  the	  importance	  scale	  plays	  in	  water	  planning	  and	  management.	  	  Rather	  than	  targeting	  specific	  issues	  and	  applying	  it	  across	  the	  province,	  Water	  for	  Life	  supports	  provincial	  level	  policy	  that	  provides	  flexibility	  and	  enables	  locals	  through	  WPACs	  and	  WSGs	  to	  identify	  issues	  and	  take	  innovative	  action	  to	  deal	  with	  them.	  	  It	  is	  believed	  that	  change	  is	  more	  probable	  when	  the	  issues	  are	  tackled	  from	  a	  local	  level	  with	  public	  participation.	  	  	  	   From	  the	  perspective	  of	  a	  Decentralist,	  there	  are	  several	  benefits	  to	  local	  level	  decision	  making	  through	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  Partnerships,	  especially	  at	  the	  local	  level,	  are	  more	  open	  and	  transparent	  than	  government	  and	  can	  do	  things	  the	  government	  can’t,	  such	  as	  “bring	  in	  more	  people	  and	  more	  different	  stakeholders	  than	  might	  want	  to	  go	  play	  with	  the	  government”	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  277).	  	  Some	  people	  do	  not	  want	  to	  deal	  with	  government	  for	  whatever	  reason,	  but	  those	  same	  people	  are	  still	  interested	  in	  participating	  and	  the	  WPACs,	  WSGs	  and	  AWC	  provide	  that	  opportunity.	  	  As	  non-­‐government	  operated	  organizations,	  the	  partnerships	  become	  safe	  places	  for	  open	  and	  transparent	  discussions	  where	  everyone’s	  opinion	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is	  valued	  and	  welcomed	  (40,	  +3).	  	  Stakeholders	  trust	  the	  WPACs	  as	  an	  objective,	  neutral	  forum	  for	  discussion	  where	  groups,	  even	  off-­‐road	  vehicle	  enthusiasts	  who	  often	  feel	  under	  attack	  by	  the	  public,	  feel	  comfortable	  in	  coming	  to	  the	  table	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  281).	  	  Balanced	  discussions,	  even	  between	  conflicting	  groups,	  happen	  through	  the	  partnerships	  whereas	  they	  wouldn’t	  happen	  if	  government	  was	  facilitating	  (13,	  0;	  8,	  -­‐3).	  	  Instead,	  the	  WSGs,	  WPACs	  and	  AWC	  allow	  for	  compromise	  and	  consensus	  to	  take	  place	  producing	  recommendations	  and	  information	  that	  the	  government	  can	  trust	  and	  rely	  upon	  for	  creating	  policy	  and	  legislation	  and	  reducing	  the	  chances	  of	  a	  public	  “blow	  up”	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  328).	  	  There	  is	  a	  lot	  of	  open	  discussion	  within	  the	  partnerships	  where	  members	  can	  express	  their	  views	  (1,	  0;	  5,	  -­‐4).	  	  Decentralists	  attribute	  a	  strengthening	  of	  the	  relationships	  between	  stakeholders	  to	  transparent	  processes	  that	  enable	  the	  stakeholders	  to	  provide	  support	  to	  the	  government.	  	  	   From	  this	  perspective	  of	  the	  governance	  process,	  there	  is	  a	  push	  towards	  the	  public	  stakeholders	  taking	  more	  action	  and	  relying	  less	  on	  the	  government	  to	  do	  the	  work	  for	  them	  (4,	  +4;	  39,	  -­‐3).	  	  This	  is	  primarily	  due	  to	  frustrations	  with	  the	  government	  over	  its	  lack	  of	  action,	  poor	  understanding	  of	  what	  actually	  happens	  on	  the	  ground,	  and	  poor	  coordination	  between	  ministries.	  	  The	  current	  process	  is	  observed	  to	  also	  have	  its	  challenges	  but	  those	  are	  preferred	  over	  a	  complete	  government	  directed	  process.	  	  	  “Even	  though	  these	  collaborative	  processes	  take	  a	   lot	  of	   time,	   I	   think	  they	  take	  a	  lot	  less	  time	  than	  the	  alternative	  which	  is	  talking	  about	  it	  for	  decades	  and	  not	  ever	  getting	  anything	  done,	  which	  is	  kind	  of	  what	  I	  see	  government	  doing	  a	  lot	  of	  the	  time”	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  305).	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There	  is	  little	  faith	  in	  the	  government	  for	  moving	  on	  recommendations	  (14,	  +3).	  	  If	  the	  partnerships	  were	  not	  present,	  people	  with	  this	  perspective	  wonder	  if	  any	  change	  would	  happen,	  especially	  when	  government	  ministries	  are	  not	  even	  coordinated	  in	  how	  they	  deal	  with	  water	  issues	  (14,	  +3).	  “…There	   may	   be	   something	   that	   is	   very	   important	   for	   the	  representatives	  of	  Alberta	  Agriculture	  on	  Council	  to	  advocate	  for	  and	  the	   representative	   from	   Alberta	   Environment	   and	   Sustainable	  Resource	   Development	   maybe	   advocating	   for	   something	   equally	  vociferously	  but	   the	   two	   things	   they’re	  advocating	   for	  are	  actually	  at	  odds	  with	  each	  other.	   	  And	   that’s	  because	  of	  departmental	  mandates	  not	   government	   mandates.	   	   I	   think	   the	   government	   has	   tried	   fairly	  hard	   to	   develop	   a	   consistent	   cross-­‐agency	   position	   but	   there’s	   still	  room	  for	  improvement	  there”	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  386).	  	  The	  public	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  much	  better	  at	  coming	  up	  with	  solutions	  to	  the	  problems,	  especially	  at	  the	  local	  level.	  	  	  “I	  think	  government	  sees	  that	  we	  can	  bring	  more	  folks	  together	  to	  find	  practical	  solutions	  than	  often	  times	  they	  can”	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  286).	  	  Although	  local	  watershed	  councils	  and	  stewardship	  groups	  may	  be	  more	  effective	  at	  identifying	  issues	  and	  creating	  solutions,	  the	  problem	  of	  implementation	  is	  still	  questionable.	  	  From	  a	  Decentralist	  perspective,	  naturally	  local	  stakeholders	  and	  the	  public	  are	  best	  for	  moving	  plans	  forward;	  however,	  the	  role	  of	  implementation	  needs	  to	  be	  defined.	  “So	  I	  think	  we	  need	  the	  focus	  on	  who	  can	  make	  decisions	  and	  who	  can	  actually	   take	   action	   and	   find	  ways	   at	   the	   provincial	   level	   to	   support	  that.	  Not	  to	  direct	  them	  but	  to	  support	  what	  they	  want	  to	  do	  so	  that’s	  where	  the	  adaptability	  comes	  in”	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  327).	  	  Without	  a	  clear	  understanding	  of	  roles,	  ideas	  become	  stalled,	  implementation	  plans	  are	  not	  developed,	  action	  isn’t	  taken	  and	  change	  is	  not	  realized.	  “This	  is	  where	  I	  think	  the	  problem	  exists	  to	  date	  is	  people	  don’t	  know	  who	  they	  should	  rely	  on	  to	  make	  that	  change”	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  439).	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  Although	  it	  is	  the	  people	  living	  in	  the	  watershed	  that	  need	  to	  be	  the	  ones	  to	  actively	  address	  the	  local	  issues,	  those	  with	  this	  perspective	  recognize	  that	  the	  role	  needs	  to	  be	  formally	  assigned	  and	  accepted	  by	  all	  involved.	  	  To	  be	  able	  to	  fully	  create	  change	  locally,	  support	  from	  the	  public	  and	  government	  is	  also	  required.	  	   Public	  support	  is	  necessary	  for	  invoking	  change.	  	  While	  discussions	  and	  relationships	  are	  strong	  between	  members,	  the	  public	  is	  observed	  to	  be	  not	  fully	  participating	  which	  means	  change	  is	  not	  easily	  being	  adopted.	  	  Input	  is	  needed	  and	  welcome	  from	  all	  stakeholders	  but	  when	  the	  public	  is	  not	  well	  informed	  about	  basic	  issues	  or	  that	  there	  is	  even	  a	  venue	  where	  their	  voice	  is	  needed,	  they	  will	  not	  participate.	  	  	  “I’d	   hate	   to	   guess	   how	   many	   issues	   are	   reported	   in	   the	   newspaper	  everyday	   about	   something	   government	   is	   or	   isn’t	   doing	   where	   the	  actual	   problem	   is	   people	   just	   don’t	   know.	   	   In	  most	   cases	   they	   don’t	  care	   because	   they’re	   too	   busy	   taking	   their	   kids	   to	   soccer	   or	   getting	  their	  project	  finished	  or	  whatever”	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  137).	  	  In	  the	  eye	  of	  a	  Decentralist,	  the	  truth	  of	  the	  matter	  is	  that	  many	  people	  do	  not	  understand	  that	  water	  issues	  are	  complex	  and	  everyone’s	  opinion	  and	  input	  is	  very	  important	  for	  making	  decisions.	  	  “The	  public	  needs	  to	  be	  told	  and	  to	  understand	  that	  water	   issues	  are	  rarely	   black	   and	   white,	   and	   that	   public	   opinion	   is	   important	   for	  decision	  makers”	  (Questionnaire	  5656).	  	  Public	  participation	  is	  needed	  but	  until	  there	  is	  greater	  public	  education	  and	  outreach	  people	  will	  not	  seek	  out	  the	  information	  and	  opportunities	  they	  need	  to	  be	  involved	  in	  water	  governance.	  	   The	  focus	  of	  this	  perspective	  is	  on	  having	  quality	  discussions	  from	  a	  broad	  spectrum	  of	  views	  that	  are	  open,	  transparent	  and	  focus	  on	  local	  issues.	  	  Currently,	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there	  are	  many	  strong	  relationships	  and	  meetings	  have	  been	  open	  and	  collegial.	  	  Greater	  change	  would	  happen	  if	  decision	  making	  authority	  were	  more	  decentralized	  and	  passed	  down	  to	  the	  partnerships.	  
6.2.5 Factor	  E	  –	  Skeptic	  	  Factor	  E	  has	  an	  eigenvalue	  of	  1.37	  and	  accounts	  for	  6.5%	  of	  the	  study	  variance	  (Table	  6.2).	  	  Two	  participants	  are	  significantly	  representative	  of	  this	  factor	  and	  represent	  the	  agricultural	  industry	  through	  irrigation	  and	  ranching.	  	  Both	  are	  or	  have	  been	  members	  of	  a	  WPAC,	  and	  one	  is	  or	  has	  also	  been	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WSG.	  	  	  The	  Skeptic	  perspective	  is	  representative	  of	  landowners	  and	  people	  in	  the	  agriculture	  industry	  whose	  values	  are	  tied	  to	  the	  past	  and	  the	  land.	  	  What	  is	  interesting	  about	  the	  interpretation	  of	  this	  perspective	  is	  that	  the	  interview	  data	  conflicts	  with	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  array.	  	  Where	  the	  array	  paints	  a	  very	  positive	  picture	  of	  the	  current	  Water	  for	  Life	  governance	  process,	  the	  interviews	  described	  something	  more	  challenging.	  	  It	  seems	  that	  once	  someone	  with	  the	  Skeptic	  perspective	  embraces	  Water	  for	  Life,	  the	  benefits	  become	  obvious;	  this	  was	  captured	  in	  the	  Q-­‐sort.	  	  The	  interviews	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  exposed	  a	  skepticism	  built	  from	  past	  experiences	  that	  has	  delayed	  and	  continues	  to	  delay	  landowners	  from	  participating	  in	  the	  partnerships.	  	  The	  trust	  of	  landowners	  in	  the	  government	  is	  weak	  and	  to	  a	  
Skeptic,	  transparency	  is	  of	  high	  priority;	  without	  a	  clear	  understanding	  of	  the	  motives	  and	  intentions	  of	  government,	  the	  level	  of	  participation	  from	  landowners	  in	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  and	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils	  is	  limited.	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Producers	  and	  irrigators	  rely	  upon	  water	  and	  land	  for	  their	  livelihood	  and	  recognize	  that	  “in	  southern	  Alberta,	  [agriculture]	  is	  the	  largest	  user	  of	  water	  and	  the	  biggest	  part	  of	  our	  economic	  and	  social	  fabric	  (Interview	  20,	  Line	  202).”	  	  They	  are	  interested	  in	  participating	  in	  water	  governance	  processes.	  	  However,	  participation	  is	  poor	  as	  many	  people	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  make	  time	  to	  participate	  or	  are	  not	  trusting	  of	  others	  or	  the	  government’s	  commitment	  to	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  Skeptics	  impress	  that	  anyone	  or	  anything	  that	  challenges	  their	  land	  rights	  or	  livelihood	  is	  taken	  as	  a	  threat	  and	  watched	  with	  a	  careful	  eye,	  and	  it	  all	  originates	  from	  past	  experiences.	  	  Landowners	  feel	  they	  have	  been	  “burned”	  enough	  times	  by	  the	  government	  through	  the	  establishment	  and	  premature	  dissolution	  of	  programs	  and	  are	  now	  skeptical	  to	  participate	  in	  other	  programs,	  Water	  for	  Life	  included	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  295).	  	  It	  may	  take	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  time	  and	  patience	  but	  those	  with	  a	  Skeptic	  perspective	  are	  very	  much	  interested	  in	  having	  an	  active	  role	  in	  water	  management	  and	  planning.	  It	  cannot	  be	  said	  that	  this	  perspective	  is	  exclusive	  to	  landowners	  but	  the	  connection	  is	  very	  clear.	  	  Landowners	  have	  an	  intimate	  relationship	  with	  the	  land.	  	  They	  are	  aware	  of	  the	  effects	  that	  any	  activity	  can	  have	  on	  all	  other	  aspects	  of	  the	  environment:	  land,	  air,	  water,	  and	  biodiversity.	  	  Reliance	  upon	  the	  land	  and	  water	  makes	  them	  sensitive	  to	  environmental	  changes	  and	  heightens	  their	  interest	  in	  how	  land	  and	  water	  are	  managed,	  as	  one	  participant	  wrote:	  “I	   very	   strongly	   believe	   that	   if	   given	   the	   chance,	   the	  people	  who	   are	  most	  affected	  (the	  primary	  producer	  who	  lives	  along	  the	  water	  way),	  would	   be	   very	   willing	   to	   sit	   down	   and	   have	   a	   frank	   discussion	  regarding	  watershed	  issues”	  (Questionnaire,	  6054).	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Farmers,	  irrigators	  and	  producers	  understand	  that	  their	  activities	  both	  affect	  and	  are	  affected	  by	  changing	  environmental	  conditions.	  	  They	  have	  knowledge	  and	  experience	  that	  they	  consider	  unique	  and	  invaluable	  to	  the	  management	  of	  land	  and	  water	  resources	  and	  do	  not	  appreciate	  the	  government	  dictating	  what	  should	  or	  should	  not	  be	  done	  to	  an	  on	  their	  land	  (Interview	  20,	  Line	  69).	  	  From	  a	  Skeptic’s	  perspective,	  if	  Albertans	  are	  seeking	  sustainability,	  input	  and	  direction	  needs	  to	  come	  “from	  the	  bottom	  up”	  and	  people	  can	  inform	  each	  other	  of	  the	  value	  of	  water	  management	  decisions	  (Interview	  20,	  Line	  72).	  	  	  	  “I	   believe	   that	   knowledge	   and	   education	   are	   the	   most	   important	  thing[s]	   that	   [are]	   needed	   to	  make	   good	   decisions	   and	   I	   think	  most	  people	   are	   willing	   to	   share	   their	   knowledge	   and	   experience”	  (Questionnaire	  5970).	  	  Effective	  water	  management	  depends	  on	  transparency	  but	  is	  only	  meaningful	  if	  people	  are	  participating.	  While	  the	  factor	  array	  displayed	  a	  satisfaction	  with	  current	  public	  engagement	  (Statement	  12,	  Rank	  -­‐3),	  the	  interviews	  described	  poor	  landowner	  participation.	  	  This	  suggests	  skepticism	  towards	  Water	  for	  Life.	  	  As	  much	  as	  people	  understand	  the	  importance	  and	  value	  that	  they	  can	  bring,	  it	  is	  still	  a	  challenge	  to	  get	  landowners	  to	  sit	  at	  the	  table	  or	  support	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  However,	  once	  they	  begin	  to	  participate	  they	  appreciate	  having	  a	  venue	  to	  share	  their	  knowledge	  and	  experience	  with	  others	  (7,+3;	  29,+4),	  contribute	  to	  planning	  and	  management	  decisions	  (11,	  +3)	  and	  develop	  a	  positive	  relationship	  with	  the	  government	  (18,-­‐4;	  38,-­‐4).	  	  	  Throughout	  the	  interviews,	  the	  skepticism	  is	  described	  a	  result	  of	  the	  competitiveness	  of	  agriculture	  and	  a	  lack	  of	  trust.	  	  Farming,	  ranching	  and	  livestock	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production	  are	  competitive	  industries:	  commodity	  markets	  fluctuate,	  land	  prices	  continue	  to	  rise,	  industrial	  operations	  are	  growing	  in	  their	  competitiveness	  and	  environmental	  conditions	  are	  unpredictable	  and	  ever	  changing.	  	  Landowners	  are	  continuously	  watching	  their	  backs	  and	  trying	  to	  make	  the	  best	  decisions	  they	  can	  to	  maintain	  their	  livelihoods.	  	  With	  that	  comes	  a	  protective	  mistrust	  of	  others	  and	  a	  withdrawal	  from	  sharing	  and	  participating	  in	  opportunities	  such	  as	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships.	  	  	  “I…	  believe	  that	  the	  whole	  of	  agriculture,	  we’re	  somewhat	  doing	  this	  to	  ourselves.	  	  We’re	  the	  type	  of	  people,	  “I	  don’t	  even	  want	  my	  neighbour	  to	   know	   what	   I’m	   doing	   never	   mind	   somebody	   from	   Calgary.”	   	   I’m	  being	  honest.	  	  That’s	  the	  way,	  that’s	  the	  old	  mentality,	  right?	  	  It’s	  partly	  our	   fault	   that	   this	   is	   happening.	   	   I	   really	   believe	   there	   is	   such	   a	  disconnect	   between	   urban	   and	   rural	   agricultural	   people”	   (Interview	  21,	  Line	  128).	  	  In	  protecting	  their	  interests,	  landowners	  develop	  an	  us-­‐and-­‐them	  mentality	  that	  fuels	  mistrust	  and	  creates	  more	  distance	  with	  a	  potential	  for	  conflict;	  however,	  this	  is	  not	  their	  intention.	  	  There	  is	  a	  desire	  to	  work	  with	  others	  and	  create	  change.	  	  Landowners	  are	  trying	  to	  be	  more	  transparent	  so	  others	  can	  understand	  their	  views	  but	  do	  not	  want	  to	  be	  in	  a	  position	  where	  they	  feel	  threatened	  and	  under	  scrutiny.	  	   Landowners	  express	  values	  and	  understandings	  that	  differ	  from	  urban	  people	  and	  special	  interest	  groups.	  	  From	  a	  Skeptic’s	  perspective,	  conflict	  over	  environmental	  issues	  in	  agricultural	  regions	  are	  believed	  to	  be	  fueled	  by	  a	  disconnect	  between	  urban	  citizens	  or	  special	  interest	  groups	  and	  the	  land.	  	  	  “There’s	  such	  a	  disconnect	  from	  the	  landscape	  by	  –	  I’m	  going	  to	  say	  by	  urban	  people	  because	  rural	  people	  are	  on	  the	  landscape	  -­‐	  there’s	  such	  a	  disconnect	  and	  we	  in	  the	  agriculture	  industry,	  in	  the	  environmental	  industry	  or	  whatever,	  we’ve	  got	  to	  stop	  butting	  heads	  and	  saying	  the	  other	   one	   is	   stupid	   and	   get	   together	   and	   start	   educating	   the	   general	  public”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  149).	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  It	  is	  observed	  by	  landowners	  that	  these	  groups	  are	  misinformed	  about	  what	  is	  actually	  happening	  on	  the	  land	  because	  they	  do	  not	  have	  an	  intimate	  relationship	  with	  it.	  	  However,	  they	  also	  understand	  that	  they	  alone	  do	  not	  have	  all	  the	  answers.	  	  All	  stakeholders	  need	  to	  work	  together.	  	  Landowners	  want	  to	  be	  open	  and	  transparent	  with	  these	  other	  groups,	  share	  their	  knowledge	  and	  work	  with	  them	  to	  find	  solutions.	  	  Communication	  and	  cooperation	  is	  beginning	  to	  take	  shape	  but	  difficulties	  still	  persist.	  “Special	   interest	   groups	   and	   landowners	   are	   starting	   to	   talk	   but	   it’s	  still	   very	  much	   that	   landowners	   think	   –	   I	   as	   a	   landowner	   think	   that	  special	   interest	   people	   or	   environmental	   organizations	   are	   just	   out	  there	  to	  shut	  me	  down”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  157).	  	  There	  is	  still	  a	  mistrust	  in	  others	  that	  is	  preventing	  many	  landowners	  from	  participating	  in	  the	  water	  governance	  process	  and	  sharing	  what	  they	  know	  from	  their	  intimate	  relationship	  with	  the	  land	  and	  water.	  	  They	  are	  afraid	  their	  livelihood	  will	  be	  taken	  from	  them	  if	  they	  are	  too	  open	  and	  transparent	  (1,	  -­‐3).	  	  However,	  they	  are	  becoming	  more	  active	  and	  would	  like	  to	  see	  special	  interest	  groups	  also	  come	  to	  the	  table	  so	  that	  conflicts	  can	  be	  overcome	  and	  solutions	  found.	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“Yes,	  if	  all	  the	  different	  voices	  will	  join	  up	  with	  the	  WPAC	  because	  we	  have…	   the	   landowner	   involvement	   whether	   it’s	   the	   people	   in	   the	  headwaters	  or	  whether	  it’s	  the	  irrigation	  people	  right	  from	  one	  end	  to	  the	  other.	   	  We	  have	   the	  science	  people	   in	   it.	   	  We	  have	   industry	   in	   it.	  	  But	   the	   special	   interest	   groups	   aren’t	   joining.	   	   They’re	   sitting	   on	   the	  outside	  taking	  potshots	  still”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  451).	  	  Landowners	  have	  been	  skeptic	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  but	  now	  appreciate	  the	  partnerships	  as	  a	  forum	  for	  discussion	  and	  information	  sharing	  where	  their	  needs	  and	  knowledge	  can	  be	  acknowledged	  and	  considered.	  Participation	  is	  improving	  but	  is	  still	  limited	  by	  mistrust	  in	  the	  Government.	  	  Landowners	  do	  not	  trust	  the	  Government’s	  commitment	  to	  programs	  and	  initiatives	  such	  as	  Water	  for	  Life.	  	  Those	  in	  agriculture	  have	  been	  let	  down	  by	  the	  government	  far	  too	  many	  times	  and	  are	  now	  hesitant	  to	  jump	  at	  opportunities.	  	  “[The	  mistrust	  of	   the	  Government	   is]	  definitely	  related	  to	  the	  history	  of	   how	   Government	   affects	   decision	   making	   on	   the	   landscape”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  292).	  	  As	  has	  been	  experienced	  in	  the	  past,	  programs	  are	  put	  in	  place,	  landowners	  invest	  time	  and	  money	  into	  supporting	  them	  and	  then	  the	  program	  is	  cancelled	  before	  any	  real	  benefit	  can	  manifest.	  	  	  “When	   you	   hear	   about	   a	   government	   program	   coming	   out	   to	   do	  something	  you	  think,	  ‘OK,	  if	  I	  get	  started	  with	  this	  is	  it	  still	  going	  to	  be	  there	  in	  a	  year’”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  310)?	  	  Perceptions	  are	  changing.	  	  Trust	  is	  starting	  to	  be	  regained	  and	  landowners	  are	  beginning	  to	  take	  a	  greater	  interest	  in	  participating	  in	  the	  process,	  especially	  in	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups.	  	  They	  are	  watching	  others	  and	  becoming	  more	  open	  to	  the	  process.	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“…	  We	  understand	  that	  there	  are	  people	  –	  neighbours	  that	  are	  going	  to	  be	   watching	   what	   we’re	   doing…	   Until	   he	   sees	   that	   yeah,	   this	   is	  working,	   that	   there	   is	  no	   little	  hidden	  agendas	  by	  an	  organization	  or	  something,	   that	   this	   is	   just	   for	   you	   to	   use	   and	   to	   improve	   your	  operation.	   	  At	   the	  same	   time	   improve	   the	  habitat,	  until	   they	  see	   that	  for	  themselves	  they’re	  not	  going	  to	  do	  it.	  	  But	  they	  are	  going	  to	  see	  it.	  	  They	   are	   going	   to	   see	   that	   it	   works	   and	   they’ll	   be	   happy	   with	   it”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  269).	  	  It	  has	  taken	  several	  years	  but	  landowners	  specifically	  are	  starting	  to	  recognize	  the	  benefits	  of	  participating	  in	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships.	  	  However,	  until	  everyone	  is	  at	  the	  table	  to	  discuss	  the	  issues	  and	  work	  together	  the	  desire	  to	  participate	  is	  still	  cloudy.	  Within	  this	  Skeptic	  perspective,	  there	  are	  other	  concerns	  besides	  trust.	  	  The	  effects	  of	  emotion	  based	  decision	  making	  and	  coordination	  between	  partnerships	  and	  government	  agencies	  and	  ministries	  can	  lead	  to	  problems.	  	  	  “Emotion	   is	   definitely	   affecting	   how	   decisions	   are	   made.	   	   It	   doesn’t	  matter	  how	  good	  the	  science	  is	  that’s	  still	  going	  to	  happen	  because	  the	  general	  public	   isn’t	   science	  based,	   it’s	   emotion	  based”	   (Interview	  21,	  Line	  197).	  	  Emotion	  is	  observed	  to	  drive	  decision	  making	  rather	  than	  science	  alone.	  	  Due	  to	  emotions	  and	  values,	  biases	  can	  occur	  in	  how	  information	  is	  shared,	  presented	  and	  interpreted.	  	  When	  multiple	  stakeholders	  share	  the	  same	  bias,	  the	  balance	  around	  the	  governance	  table	  can	  be	  shifted.	  	  	  “There	  is	  a	  threat	  to	  the	  process	  of	  having	  people	  that	  are	  very	  much	  activists	   and	   lobbyist	   controlling	  what’s	   happening	   in	   some	   of	   these	  groups,	  yeah”	  (Interview	  20,	  Line	  135).	  	  Project	  focus	  and	  decision	  outcomes	  depend	  on	  who	  is	  sitting	  on	  the	  board	  during	  any	  given	  term.	  	  There	  is	  a	  risk	  that	  the	  board	  may	  be	  dominated	  by	  people	  sharing	  a	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common	  bias	  that	  then	  impose	  their	  beliefs	  onto	  the	  recommendations	  for	  government,	  ignoring	  all	  other	  voices.	  “Hopefully	   when	   [the	   Government]	   get	   this	   information,	   it’s	  information	   and	   it’s	   sifted	   though	   and	   made	   sense	   of	   because	  sometimes	  there	  are	  things	  that	  come	  back	  to	  government	  that	  aren’t	  very	  realistic	  or	  are	  skewed	  quite	  badly	  one	  way	  or	  another	  so	  there	  still	  has	  to	  be	  good	  decision	  making”	  (Interview	  20,	  Line	  86).	  	  
Skeptics	  perceive	  government	  intervention	  as	  a	  way	  to	  limit	  the	  influence	  of	  biases	  on	  decision	  making.	  	  Government	  is	  expected	  to	  make	  the	  final	  decision	  by	  filtering	  through	  all	  the	  information	  that	  is	  presented	  by	  lobby	  groups,	  WPACs	  and	  so	  on	  (Questionnaire	  5970).	  	  Generally,	  those	  with	  a	  Skeptic	  perspective	  value	  the	  water	  governance	  process	  and	  the	  ability	  to	  share	  and	  learn	  from	  others	  but	  expect	  the	  outcomes	  to	  be	  fair	  and	  based	  on	  science	  not	  emotion	  (9,-­‐3;	  32,	  +4).	  	  This	  perspective	  also	  believes	  fairness	  relies	  upon	  coordination,	  so	  a	  perceived	  lack	  of	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships	  and	  within	  Government	  creates	  frustrations.	  	  Landowners	  are	  concerned	  that	  some	  provincial	  ministries,	  particularly	  Alberta	  Agriculture,	  are	  not	  sitting	  at	  the	  table	  to	  discuss	  water	  issues.	  	  Instead	  they	  have	  withdrawn	  their	  place	  at	  the	  table	  and	  are	  now	  working	  outside	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  to	  tackle	  the	  same	  water	  issues.	  	  There	  is	  generally	  a	  lack	  of	  coordination	  with	  different	  groups	  attempting	  to	  do	  the	  same	  things.	  	  In	  one	  example	  described	  by	  a	  participant,	  the	  public	  was	  asked	  to	  participate	  in	  independent,	  yet	  identical	  discussions	  within	  weeks	  of	  each	  other.	  “The	   OWC	   put	   on	   a	   conference	   and	   a	  week	   later	   to	   the	   day	   Alberta	  Agriculture	   was	   in	   the	   very	   same	   room	   with	   the	   very	   same	   people	  putting	  on	   the	  same	  questions.	   	   I	   said,	   ‘why	  are	  we	  doing	   this?	   	  Why	  are	  you	  wasting	  our	  time	  like	  this?	  Why	  won’t	  you	  just	  sit	  down	  at	  the	  table	  with	  the	  OWC	  and	  be	  a	  part	  of	  the	  process’”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  489)?	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  In	  the	  same	  example,	  the	  participant	  recalled	  a	  third	  meeting	  within	  the	  same	  time	  frame	  as	  the	  other	  two	  that	  was	  hosted	  by	  Alberta	  Environment	  and	  Sustainable	  Resource	  Development.	  	  Once	  again,	  the	  same	  issues	  were	  discussed.	  	  Poorly	  coordinated	  situations	  such	  as	  these	  cause	  public	  stakeholders	  to	  question	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  governance	  processes	  and	  if	  participation	  really	  means	  anything.	  	  	  “People	  are	  very	  interested,	  the	  people	  within	  the	  watersheds	  are	  very	  interested	  in	  going	  to	  these	  and	  helping	  develop	  plans	  to	  use	  the	  water	  and	   stuff	   but	   they	   get	   tired	   of	   going	   three	   times	   and	   answering	   the	  same	  questions	  three	  times”	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  37).	  	  Frustration	  also	  resides	  in	  the	  perception	  that	  the	  government	  is	  not	  encouraging	  coordination	  nor	  is	  it	  ensuring	  that	  everyone	  is	  at	  the	  table	  rather	  than	  off	  doing	  their	  own	  thing	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  474).	  	  Skeptics	  want	  a	  fair	  decision	  making	  process.	  	  Without	  coordination,	  cooperation	  and	  a	  full	  commitment	  by	  everyone,	  the	  governance	  process	  is	  flawed.	  Overall,	  those	  with	  a	  Skeptic	  perspective	  of	  the	  water	  governance	  process	  see	  great	  value	  in	  the	  partnerships	  as	  venues	  for	  developing	  relationships	  and	  accountability	  through	  transparency,	  respect	  and	  trust.	  	  The	  WSGs,	  WPACs,	  and	  AWC	  permit	  stakeholders	  to	  work	  together	  to	  focus	  on	  local	  issues	  they	  personally	  face	  and	  take	  ownership	  of	  change	  and	  decisions	  (16,	  +3).	  	  The	  partnerships	  allow	  for	  knowledge	  and	  resource	  sharing	  for	  informed	  and	  balanced	  decision	  making.	  	  As	  most	  with	  the	  Skeptic	  perspective	  are	  landowners,	  they	  believe	  that	  they	  have	  much	  to	  share	  due	  to	  an	  intimate	  relationship	  with	  the	  land	  and	  water.	  	  However,	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  share	  when	  many	  landowners	  feel	  threatened	  and	  do	  not	  trust	  others	  especially	  the	  government	  and	  special	  interest	  groups.	  	  Water	  governance	  under	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Water	  for	  Life	  is	  providing	  a	  meaningful	  venue	  for	  positive	  change	  but	  Skeptics	  are	  still	  apprehensive	  about	  participating.	  
6.2.6 Factor	  G	  –	  Supporters	  	  Factor	  G	  has	  an	  eigenvalue	  of	  1.37	  and	  accounts	  for	  6.5%	  of	  the	  study	  variance	  (Table	  6.2).	  	  Three	  participants	  are	  significantly	  representative	  of	  this	  factor;	  two	  represent	  municipal/provincial	  government	  and	  one	  is	  a	  landowner	  representing	  an	  ENGO.	  	  All	  are	  or	  have	  been	  members	  of	  a	  WPAC,	  and	  one	  is	  or	  has	  also	  been	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WSG.	  	   Primarily	  encapsulating	  the	  views	  of	  provincial	  government	  employees	  who	  do	  not	  necessarily	  have	  a	  personal	  vested	  interest	  in	  the	  decisions	  made	  at	  the	  table,	  the	  Supporter	  perspective	  offers	  an	  objective	  view.	  	  The	  government	  representatives	  linked	  to	  this	  perspective	  are	  not	  necessarily	  the	  bureaucrats	  or	  the	  policy	  makers;	  they	  are	  local	  public	  servants	  who	  sit	  at	  the	  water	  governance	  table	  as	  a	  stakeholder.	  	  The	  priorities	  found	  within	  this	  perspective	  are	  related	  to	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  transparency,	  with	  some	  links	  to	  accountability	  and	  adaptability.	  	  This	  perspective	  considers	  the	  process	  more	  objectively	  than	  the	  others	  as	  they	  seem	  to	  perceive	  themselves	  as	  supporters	  rather	  than	  true	  stakeholders,	  and	  reflect	  most	  heavily	  on	  roles,	  balance	  and	  public	  involvement	  in	  water	  governance.	  	   Government	  representatives	  believe	  they	  are	  not	  sitting	  at	  the	  table	  for	  the	  same	  reasons	  others	  are.	  	  They	  see	  themselves	  as	  a	  neutral	  body	  rather	  than	  those	  who	  are	  there	  to	  protect	  their	  own	  interests	  and	  values.	  	  Where	  the	  NGO,	  industry,	  academia	  and	  municipal	  government	  representatives	  are	  each	  a	  piston	  in	  an	  engine	  contributing	  to	  the	  power	  and	  forward	  motion	  of	  the	  machine,	  the	  provincial	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government	  representatives	  are	  the	  fuel	  (19,	  -­‐4).	  	  They	  impress	  the	  notion	  that	  they	  are	  at	  the	  table	  to	  provide	  the	  information	  and	  tools	  to	  assist	  the	  other	  stakeholders	  in	  their	  activities	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  32;	  Interview	  15,	  Line	  107).	  	  	  The	  roles	  of	  the	  government	  stakeholders	  relate	  to	  providing	  leadership	  and	  support.	  	  It	  is	  acknowledged	  that	  without	  the	  government	  the	  partnerships	  would	  not	  exist	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  61).	  	  They	  provide	  funding,	  support	  and	  are	  often	  responsible	  for	  the	  formal	  formation	  of	  partnerships,	  especially	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  62;	  Interview	  15,	  Line	  107;	  Interview	  2,	  Line	  12).	  	  “Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  are	  not	  freely	  forming	  and	  not	  driven	  by	   just	   grassroots.	   	  There	  has	   to	  be	  a	   leader	  and	   that	   leader	   is	  often	  affiliated	  someway	  somehow	  with	  some	  of	  the	  things	  that	  are	  going	  on	  in	  a	  municipal,	  provincial,	  or	  other	  government	  context”	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  297).	  	  At	  the	  partnership	  level,	  government	  representatives	  provide	  resources,	  data,	  information,	  guidance	  and	  advice	  to	  the	  groups	  to	  assist	  with	  decision	  making	  rather	  than	  participating	  in	  the	  same	  capacity	  as	  the	  other	  stakeholders;	  the	  government	  representative’s	  support	  encourages	  non-­‐state	  decision	  making	  (17,	  +3;	  18,	  -­‐3;	  23,	  -­‐4).	  	  	  	   As	  much	  as	  they	  are	  a	  support	  resource,	  government	  can	  never	  be	  truly	  transparent.	  	  Some	  information	  cannot	  be	  shared	  with	  the	  public,	  at	  least	  not	  at	  the	  water	  governance	  table	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  343).	  	  The	  same	  is	  true	  of	  the	  other	  participants;	  everyone	  comes	  with	  their	  own	  agenda.	  	  Even	  though	  the	  members	  of	  the	  stakeholder	  partnerships	  are	  interested	  in	  cooperating	  and	  working	  together,	  they	  still	  have	  a	  need	  to	  protect	  their	  own	  livelihoods.	  	  To	  ensure	  everyone’s	  voice	  is	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heard	  and	  considered,	  a	  “broader-­‐spectrum	  conversation	  around	  [water	  issues]	  is	  necessary	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  381).”	  	  Locals	  are	  interested	  in	  their	  watershed	  and	  want	  to	  protect	  their	  interests,	  which	  attract	  them	  to	  participate	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  181;	  8,	  -­‐3;	  16,	  +4).	  	  Currently,	  a	  diverse	  crowd	  is	  sitting	  around	  the	  table	  contributing	  to	  a	  fair	  process	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  206;	  Interview	  15,	  Line	  569).	  	  	   It’s	  not	  only	  diversity,	  but	  balance	  that	  ensures	  fair	  discussions	  and	  problem	  solving.	  	  Balance	  begins	  with	  having	  the	  right	  people	  sitting	  around	  the	  table	  and	  is	  weakened	  by	  the	  presence	  of	  gaps.	  	  In	  the	  case	  of	  WPACs,	  the	  gaps	  are	  targeted	  with	  recruitment	  programs	  but	  finding	  volunteers	  is	  difficult.	  	  As	  one	  participant	  stated:	  “…we	  did	  recognize	  there	  were	  gaps	  that	  we	  actively	  tried	  to	  recruit	  and	  fill	  but	  we	  weren’t	  necessarily	  successful	  sometimes	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  224).”	  	  Many	  board	  members	  from	  government	  and	  industry	  are	  compensated	  for	  their	  time	  at	  the	  table	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  285).	  	  However,	  those	  with	  a	  Supporter	  perspective	  understand	  that	  there	  are	  some	  sectors	  or	  organizations	  that	  do	  not	  have	  the	  funding	  to	  back	  a	  board	  member;	  therefore,	  they	  rely	  upon	  self-­‐supporting	  volunteers	  and	  it’s	  often	  difficult	  to	  find	  individuals	  for	  the	  level	  of	  commitment	  required	  (33,	  +3).	  	  Even	  though	  there	  are	  gaps,	  they	  are	  few	  and	  a	  strong	  volunteer	  culture	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  reason	  the	  boards	  and	  sub-­‐committees	  can	  function	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  262).	  The	  most	  consistent	  gap	  is	  that	  of	  First	  Nations	  representation.	  	  The	  precise	  cause	  is	  unknown;	  however,	  there	  is	  speculation	  related	  to	  history	  and	  culture.	  	  Reflecting	  ongoing	  tensions	  over	  past	  Treaty	  agreements	  such	  as	  Treaty	  7,	  “there	  could	  be	  an	  interpretation	  [of	  the	  process]	  that	  if	  the	  Nation	  was	  on	  the	  watershed	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group,	  then	  that	  would	  fulfill	  the	  province’s	  requirement	  of	  duty	  to	  consult	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  321).”	  	  By	  sitting	  at	  the	  table,	  the	  First	  Nations	  may	  be	  concerned	  that	  some	  of	  their	  rights	  would	  be	  compromised.	  	  Also,	  cultural	  differences	  could	  be	  influencing	  the	  decision	  from	  First	  Nations	  to	  not	  participate:	  “I	  think	  we’d	  all	  agree	  [the	  First	  Nations]	  are	  very	  important	  to	  have	  at	  the	  table	  and	  to	  have	  at	  the	  discussions,	  but	  the	  way	  to	  engage	  them	  is	  not	   the	  way	  we	  engage	   everybody	   else,	   and	   the	   types	  of	   discussions	  we	  would	  want	   to	   have	   are	   not	   necessarily	   the	   types	   of	   discussions	  they	  would	  want	  to	  have”	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  531).	  	  The	  Water	  for	  Life	  framework	  is	  not	  effective	  at	  ensuring	  First	  Nations	  participation	  but	  there	  may	  be	  more	  complex	  issues	  impeding	  representation.	  	  Nonetheless	  it	  is	  identified	  as	  a	  gap	  to	  be	  reconciled	  but	  like	  all	  other	  gaps,	  it	  is	  not	  enough	  to	  stall	  the	  entire	  decision	  making	  process.	  	  The	  partnerships	  will	  continue	  to	  function	  with	  whatever	  representation	  is	  present	  at	  any	  given	  time.	  Balance	  is	  not	  only	  about	  filling	  all	  the	  seats	  at	  the	  governance	  table,	  but	  making	  sure	  those	  seats	  are	  filled	  well.	  	  Sectorial	  representatives	  are	  required	  to	  represent	  a	  multitude	  of	  views	  from	  within	  their	  respective	  sectors;	  this	  can	  be	  difficult.	  “…It’s	   really	   difficult	   to	   have	   an	   agricultural	   voice	   because	   in	  agriculture	  its	  so	  diverse	  and	  in	  some	  cases	  there	  are	  poor	  opinions	  so	  whether	  you	  are	  talking	  to	  the	  crop	  side	  of	  it	  or	  the	  livestock	  side	  of	  it	  and	  even	  when	  you	  get	   to	   the	   livestock	   side	   there’s	   the	  beef,	   there’s	  the	   poultry,	   there’s	   the	   hog	   and	   they	   all	   have	   different	   opinions	   and	  thoughts	   and	   perspectives	   that	   they	   bring	   to	   the	   table	   versus	   the	  cropping	  side.	  	  And	  the	  cropping	  you	  go	  to	  the	  dry	  land	  sector	  versus	  the	  irrigated	  sector	  versus	  the	  different	  commodity	  types	  whether	  it’s	  cereals	   or	   specialty	   crops	   so	   to	   come	   to	   a	   consensus	   or	   have	   an	  opinion	  on	  agriculture	  as	  a	  whole	  is	  really	  difficult	  to	  do”	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  186).	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By	  simplifying	  representation	  the	  risk	  of	  neglecting	  to	  acknowledge	  some	  water	  needs	  and	  wants	  is	  increased.	  	  Simplification	  of	  boards	  can	  also	  contribute	  to	  the	  development	  of	  unexpected	  dynamics,	  such	  as	  decision	  making	  with	  a	  very	  limited	  focus.	  	  It	  is	  expected	  that	  decisions	  be	  made	  with	  social,	  economic	  and	  environmental	  consideration;	  however,	  depending	  on	  the	  constitution	  of	  a	  board,	  discussions	  could	  be	  very	  biased	  towards	  one	  aspect	  or	  another.	  “There	   was	   also	   a	   strong	   contingent	   on	   the	   board	   that	   had	   an	  environmental	  mindset.	   	  When	   I	   say	   that	   that’s	   a	   good	   thing	  but	   the	  environmental	  mindset	  was	  overtaking	  in	  some	  cases	  the	  economic	  or	  social	   capacity	   or	   components	   and	   so	   there	   was	   a	   little	   bit	   of	  discussion	   of	   whether	   the	   OWC	   ought	   to	   be	   an	   advocacy	   group”	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  76).	  	  This	  situation	  demonstrates	  the	  sensitivity	  of	  decision	  making	  and	  the	  importance	  of	  engaging	  stakeholders	  to	  maximize	  balance.	  	  Another	  example	  involves	  a	  potential	  oversight	  in	  determining	  who	  participates	  and	  how	  the	  water	  and	  watersheds	  are	  managed:	  	  	  “Anything	  in	  the	  south,	  anything	  on	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  [River]	  is	  all	  manufactured	  flow,	  very	   few	  exceptions.	   	  Very	   few,	  right?	   	  As	  you	  know.	  	  Even	  the	  Belly	  [River]	  has	  a	  weir	  on	  it.	  	  It’s	  manufactured	  flow.	  	  All	  the	  major	  rivers	  we	  control.	   	  It’s	  operational	  and	  the	  policy	  drives	  the	  whole	  damn	  thing.	  	  I	  believe…	  you	  need	  both”	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  16).	  	  Operations	  are	  seldom	  included	  in	  the	  discussions	  and	  this	  may	  be	  due	  to	  the	  exclusivity	  of	  the	  industry.	  	  With	  a	  few	  exceptions,	  the	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  is	  primarily	  responsible	  for	  operations	  but	  an	  operational	  perspective	  is	  seldom	  found	  at	  the	  governance	  table.	  	  There	  are	  a	  lot	  of	  aspects	  to	  consider	  in	  water	  and	  watershed	  management	  including	  when,	  where	  and	  how	  the	  water	  moves	  through	  a	  watershed.	  	  Balance	  in	  governance	  is	  about	  having	  the	  whole	  picture	  and	  making	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sure	  all	  voices	  are	  heard	  before	  coming	  to	  conclusions,	  but	  sometimes	  this	  is	  difficult	  with	  the	  participation	  that	  currently	  exists.	  	   It	  is	  important	  to	  have	  the	  right	  people	  around	  the	  table	  but	  from	  a	  Supporter’s	  perspective,	  public	  engagement	  is	  also	  key	  to	  ensuring	  success.	  	  Currently	  public	  participation	  and	  engagement	  is	  poor.	  	  “The	  problem	  with	  the	  boards	  is	  not	  transparency	  with	  each	  other,	  it’s	  getting	  public	  involvement	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  357).”	  	  There	  has	  been	  difficulty	  getting	  the	  public	  to	  attend	  the	  AGM.	  	  Many	  people	  do	  not	  know	  what	  the	  partnerships	  are	  doing	  or	  even	  what	  the	  issues	  are	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  179).	  	  There	  is	  a	  problem	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  engaging	  the	  public.	  	  It	  is	  acknowledged	  that	  “without	  that	  social	  public	  involvement	  this	  isn’t	  going	  to	  be	  successful	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  580).”	  	  However,	  more	  and	  more	  stewardship	  groups	  are	  forming	  and	  following	  through	  on	  projects.	  	  Progress	  is	  being	  made	  but	  without	  holding	  roast	  beef	  suppers	  as	  lure,	  the	  public	  are	  generally	  not	  informed	  or	  interested	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  358).	  	  For	  real	  change	  to	  happen	  and	  for	  plans	  to	  be	  realized,	  public	  participation	  is	  necessary	  and	  yet	  it	  continues	  to	  be	  a	  challenge	  finding	  the	  best	  way	  to	  engage	  the	  public.	  Despite	  the	  public	  not	  being	  engaged,	  they	  still	  influence	  policy,	  plans	  and	  the	  adaptability	  of	  the	  governance	  process	  (1,	  +4).	  	  The	  government	  is	  ultimately	  the	  decision	  maker	  and	  is	  accountable	  to	  the	  people	  of	  Alberta;	  therefore,	  the	  values	  of	  society	  must	  be	  taken	  into	  consideration	  when	  making	  decisions	  (Questionnaire	  5645;	  Questionnaire	  5922).	  	  This	  can	  result	  in	  good	  science	  being	  ignored	  so	  that	  values,	  often	  economic	  in	  nature,	  can	  be	  upheld	  (Questionnaire	  5922).	  	  This	  is	  of	  concern	  to	  those	  with	  a	  Supporter	  perspective	  because	  plans	  and	  decisions	  have	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focused	  on	  short-­‐term	  goals	  rather	  than	  long-­‐term	  plans	  that	  involve	  mitigating	  and	  coping	  with	  extreme	  events	  such	  as	  drought	  and	  flood	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  428).	  	  This	  also	  impedes	  adaptability	  as	  it	  potentially	  trades	  long-­‐term	  sustainability	  for	  short-­‐term	  benefit	  (28,	  +3).	  	  	  	   The	  Supporter	  perspective	  provides	  a	  view	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  governance	  process	  that	  highlights	  the	  supportive	  role	  Government	  representatives	  play	  at	  the	  governance	  table,	  how	  to	  create	  balanced	  decisions,	  and	  the	  need	  for	  greater	  public	  participation.	  	  Value	  is	  placed	  on	  Government	  leadership	  in	  helping	  to	  promote	  balance	  and	  also	  to	  ensure	  information	  and	  resources	  are	  available	  to	  the	  stakeholders.	  	  Overall	  this	  perspective	  does	  see	  the	  benefits	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  and	  the	  governance	  partnerships.	  	  More	  and	  more	  people	  are	  becoming	  involved	  and	  interested	  but	  it	  has	  taken	  time.	  
6.3 Good	  Governance	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  	  Section	  6.2	  included	  the	  interpretations	  of	  the	  five	  perspectives	  on	  the	  current	  governance	  process	  in	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Region,	  with	  the	  descriptions	  depending	  on	  the	  stakeholder	  perceptions	  of	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  identified	  in	  Chapter	  3,	  Section	  3.4.	  	  This	  section	  now	  focuses	  on	  how	  the	  five	  pillars	  are	  perceived	  by	  the	  five	  perspectives	  described	  in	  6.2,	  and	  places	  the	  discussion	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  existing	  academic	  literature.	  
6.3.1 Accountability	  	  Although	  accountability	  is	  acknowledged	  as	  a	  critical	  element	  for	  good	  governance	  in	  the	  literature,	  elements	  of	  accountability	  did	  not	  evoke	  strong	  opinions	  from	  the	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Q-­‐sort	  participants.	  	  Conflicting	  views	  and	  uncertainty	  regarding	  accountability	  were	  present	  in	  the	  data	  including	  the	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  government,	  individuals	  and	  the	  partnerships.	  	  The	  literature	  provides	  some	  greater	  insight	  into	  these	  issues	  of	  accountability.	  	  	  The	  low	  level	  of	  priority	  given	  to	  accountability	  in	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  data	  may	  reflect	  two	  things:	  the	  public	  perception	  of	  low	  risk	  related	  to	  current	  water	  management	  issues,	  or	  the	  application	  of	  an	  appropriate	  scale.	  	  The	  literature	  suggests	  that	  when	  low	  human	  health	  risks	  were	  associated	  with	  the	  issues	  being	  discussed	  in	  a	  governance	  setting,	  the	  importance	  individuals	  placed	  on	  accountability	  was	  low	  (Taylor	  and	  de	  Loe	  2012).	  	  With	  none	  of	  the	  participants	  expressing	  any	  immediate	  risks	  and	  fears	  around	  water	  issues,	  accountability	  may	  not	  be	  considered	  as	  very	  important.	  	  If	  the	  participants	  perceived	  greater	  human	  health	  risks	  from	  water	  management	  issues,	  accountability	  may	  have	  evoked	  stronger	  opinions	  and	  responses.	  	  Conversely,	  low	  priority	  may	  be	  related	  more	  strongly	  to	  the	  development	  of	  governance	  boundaries,	  particularly	  at	  the	  WPAC	  and	  watershed	  level,	  that	  enables	  the	  partnerships	  to	  embed	  comfortably	  into	  the	  political	  realm	  of	  decision	  making	  and	  reduces	  accountability	  problems	  (Hahn	  2011).	  	  The	  data	  however,	  does	  not	  clarify	  if	  either	  of	  these	  propositions	  is	  correct.	  The	  interview	  and	  questionnaire	  data	  did	  expose	  confusion	  around	  defining	  accountability.	  	  Participants	  from	  all	  five	  perspectives	  clearly	  indicated	  that	  accountability	  ultimately	  lies	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  elected	  government	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  563;	  Questionnaire	  5645;	  Questionnaire	  5393;	  Questionnaire	  5970;	  Interview	  7;	  Line	  225;	  Interview	  14,	  Line	  487;	  Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  1014),	  which	  supports	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the	  directives	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  in	  which	  the	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  holds	  accountability	  for	  “water	  and	  land	  use	  management	  decisions”	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2005,	  11).	  	  However,	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  results	  for	  all	  perspectives	  suggested	  that	  the	  participants	  found	  that	  the	  issue	  of	  accountability	  was	  not	  completely	  obvious	  in	  the	  current	  governance	  process	  with	  statement	  36	  sorted	  most	  negatively	  by	  the	  Protector	  perspective	  (Rank	  -­‐3)	  and	  slightly	  negative	  in	  all	  other	  arrays	  (See	  Table	  5.3).	  	  This	  may	  be	  related	  to	  a	  sense	  of	  confusion	  that	  was	  observed	  in	  the	  interview	  and	  questionnaire	  data	  related	  to	  how	  accountability	  was	  defined.	  	  The	  interviews	  uncovered	  diverse	  perceptions	  of	  accountability	  including	  such	  things	  as	  a	  concept	  that	  is	  specific	  to	  an	  individual’s	  personal	  values	  that	  influences	  their	  actions	  at	  the	  governance	  table	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  998),	  the	  responsibility	  of	  individuals	  to	  share	  and	  advance	  discussion	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  578),	  a	  responsibility	  for	  seeing	  action	  through	  (Questionnaire	  5388;	  Questionnaire	  5393);	  something	  WPACs	  want	  more	  of	  along	  with	  authority	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  62;	  Interview	  15,	  Line	  563),	  or	  as	  pure	  fiscal	  accountability	  (Interview	  1,	  Line	  210).	  	  No	  single	  participant	  spoke	  with	  ease	  about	  accountability;	  it	  was	  not	  a	  topic	  that	  the	  participants	  often	  discussed	  or	  thought	  about	  but	  it	  was	  recognized	  as	  important	  (Interview	  13,	  Line	  500).	  Accountability	  comes	  into	  question	  with	  ongoing	  discussions	  within	  WPACs	  over	  a	  potential	  shift	  from	  their	  role	  as	  advisors	  to	  advocates	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  79;	  Interview	  9,	  Line	  165;	  Interview	  10,	  Line	  532).	  	  The	  question	  primarily	  is	  in	  response	  to	  a	  perceived	  lack	  of	  desired	  and	  timely	  action	  by	  the	  government	  (Interview	  10,	  Line	  532).	  	  Stakeholders	  then	  desire	  WPACs	  to	  have	  greater	  accountability	  and	  authority	  to	  ensure	  decisions	  are	  being	  made	  and	  action	  is	  being	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taken;	  some	  want	  WPACs	  to	  provide	  more	  than	  just	  advice	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  62;	  Interview	  15,	  Line	  563).	  	  With	  governance	  partnerships	  that	  are	  embedded	  into	  the	  overarching	  democratic	  political	  system,	  a	  sense	  of	  shared	  accountability	  develops	  between	  all	  partners	  (Hahn	  2011).	  	  However,	  Water	  for	  Life	  assigns	  formal	  accountability	  only	  to	  the	  provincial	  government.	  	  A	  disconnect	  may	  exist	  where	  stakeholders	  feel	  ownership	  over	  the	  decisions	  and	  yet	  they	  do	  not	  have	  the	  authority	  to	  be	  a	  co-­‐owner.	  	  Rather	  they	  remain	  as	  advisors	  to	  the	  process.	  
6.3.2 Adaptability	  	  	   Science	  based	  decision	  making	  is	  an	  element	  of	  adaptability.	  	  Having	  the	  proper	  data	  available	  to	  identify	  and	  respond	  to	  changing	  circumstances	  enhances	  adaptability;	  however	  with	  public	  involvement	  in	  decision	  making,	  it	  is	  inappropriate	  for	  the	  physical	  and	  natural	  sciences	  alone	  to	  inform	  decisions	  (Castro	  2007;	  Smith	  and	  Kelly	  2003).	  	  The	  social	  sciences	  and	  local	  knowledge	  are	  becoming	  important	  sources	  of	  information	  as	  well	  (Berkes,	  Colding,	  and	  Folke	  2000;	  Castro	  2007;	  Smith	  and	  Kelly	  2003).	  	  Although	  the	  use	  of	  social	  science	  data	  in	  Alberta	  was	  not	  captured	  in	  the	  collected	  data,	  comments	  on	  the	  use	  of	  scientific	  data	  and	  local	  knowledge	  can	  be	  made.	  Research	  and	  monitoring	  data	  is	  used	  for	  planning	  in	  Alberta.	  	  Some	  of	  the	  concerns	  raised	  by	  the	  participants	  included:	  insufficient	  watershed	  data	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  301;	  Interview	  15,	  Line	  490),	  WPACs	  do	  not	  have	  enough	  technical	  capacity	  to	  interpret	  data	  correctly	  (Interview	  11,	  Line	  74;	  Interview	  20,	  Line	  20;	  Questionnaire	  5970)	  and	  a	  reliance	  on	  government	  to	  supply	  technical	  capacity	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  12).	  	  To	  address	  the	  need	  for	  more	  information,	  some	  WPACs	  have	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been	  successful	  in	  gathering	  resources	  to	  develop	  projects	  for	  data	  collection,	  as	  one	  participant	  explained:	  “For	  example,	   there's	  a	  groundwater	  problem…	  and	  we	  want	   to	  do	  a	  water	  balance	  study.	  	  That's	  where	  we've	  gone	  beyond	  the	  traditional	  mandate	   of	   the	   WPACs	   and	   started	   a	   forum	   where	   we	   have	  [professionals]	  who	  know	  where	  there	  are	  some	  [data]	  gaps	  and	  know	  where	  there	  are	  some	  problems	  and	  have	  the	  academic	  credibility	  to	  look	  for	  money	  and	  manage	  a	  project”	  (Interview	  1,	  Line	  469).	  	  Each	  WPAC	  is	  dynamic	  and	  unique;	  the	  structures,	  resources	  and	  availability	  of	  scientific	  data	  vary	  between	  them.	  	  However,	  the	  one	  source	  of	  information	  that	  is	  consistently	  available	  to	  the	  WPACs	  is	  local	  knowledge.	  Local	  knowledge	  is	  used	  to	  identify	  issues	  and	  the	  practical	  solutions	  to	  them.	  	  However,	  biases	  occur	  at	  the	  local	  level	  because	  emotion	  and	  personal	  desires	  influences	  decisions	  more	  than	  science.	  	  (Interview	  20,	  Line	  84;	  Interview	  21,	  Line	  197).	  	  Scientific	  knowledge	  is	  required	  to	  act	  as	  a	  balance	  or	  to	  inform	  and	  frame	  the	  issues	  and	  back	  up	  decisions	  (Interview	  1,	  Line	  689;	  Interview	  11,	  Line	  182).	  	  This	  corroborates	  findings	  made	  by	  Ferreyra	  et	  al.	  (2008)	  where	  a	  science-­‐based	  approach	  distinguished	  between	  real	  and	  perceived	  issues.	  	  Science	  supports	  unbiased	  decision	  making	  that	  addresses	  the	  real	  issues	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  issues	  that	  locals	  are	  emotionally	  drawn	  to.	  Adaptability	  is	  about	  finding	  solutions	  and	  being	  able	  to	  respond	  to	  changing	  conditions.	  	  Throughout	  the	  interviews	  and	  Q-­‐sorts,	  it	  was	  recognized	  by	  the	  Protector	  and	  Supporter	  perspectives	  that	  current	  decision	  making	  has	  focused	  on	  short-­‐term	  solutions	  that	  favour	  the	  economy	  rather	  than	  addressing	  the	  future	  and	  sustainability	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  36;	  Interview	  3,	  Line	  489;	  Interview	  15,	  Line	  428;	  Questionnaire	  5922;	  Questionnaire	  5393).	  	  Formally	  addressing	  immediate	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concerns	  rather	  than	  looking	  ahead	  has	  seemingly	  led	  to	  the	  direction	  for	  discussion	  and	  planning,	  and	  had	  produced	  doubt	  that	  everyone	  will	  be	  able	  to	  work	  together	  to	  mitigate	  changing	  conditions,	  such	  as	  the	  onset	  of	  drought	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  440;	  Interview	  10,	  Line	  171).	  	  A	  lack	  of	  unified	  confidence	  in	  the	  ability	  to	  adapt	  to	  the	  unexpected	  could	  be	  a	  weakness	  of	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  process.	  Conflict	  resolution	  is	  a	  key	  aspect	  of	  adaptability.	  	  At	  the	  intra-­‐national	  level	  Funder	  (2010)	  acknowledges	  that	  stakeholders	  do	  have	  the	  ability	  to	  resolve	  conflict	  on	  their	  own	  without	  third-­‐party	  intervention.	  	  Such	  as	  with	  Off-­‐road	  vehicle	  users	  who	  are	  often	  attacked	  and	  criticized	  in	  the	  public	  to	  the	  point	  of	  becoming	  defensive	  and	  pulling	  away	  from	  discussion	  are	  willing	  to	  sit	  at	  the	  governance	  table	  to	  cooperate	  and	  collaborate	  with	  others	  because	  WPACs	  are	  a	  safe,	  “neutral”	  place	  (Interview	  13,	  Line	  180;	  Interview	  14,	  Line	  57).	  	  The	  governance	  table	  becomes	  a	  place	  of	  support.	  “We	  advise	  each	  other	  and	  help	  each	  other	  around	  the	  table	  regardless	  of	   the	   fact	   that	   we	   might	   have	   competing	   interests	   in	   water”	  (Interview	  10,	  Line	  608).	  	  With	  an	  openness	  and	  inclusivity,	  governance	  under	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  can	  assist	  with	  developing	  fair	  debate	  and	  problem	  solving	  between	  individuals	  with	  conflicting	  interests.	  	  This	  corroborates	  the	  literature	  that	  diversity	  and	  balance	  among	  stakeholders	  promotes	  constructive	  conflict,	  where	  participants	  can	  openly	  and	  respectfully	  discuss	  their	  opposing	  views	  (Cuppen	  2011).	  	  However,	  conflict	  resolution	  at	  the	  local	  level	  is	  not	  always	  effective	  and	  the	  government	  or	  another	  third-­‐party	  is	  required	  to	  manage	  the	  situation.	  	  Funder	  (2010)	  acknowledges	  that	  without	  some	  formal	  policy	  and	  procedures	  for	  conflict	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resolution,	  the	  potential	  for	  power	  to	  be	  abused	  exists	  and	  elite	  groups	  to	  be	  favoured.	  	  Currently	  conflict	  resolution	  is	  intended	  to	  happen	  at	  the	  table	  between	  stakeholders	  through	  collaboration	  and	  consensus.	  	  Good	  communication	  between	  stakeholders	  and	  partnerships	  is	  essential	  for	  the	  success	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a).	  	  However	  current	  formal	  procedures	  and	  policies	  conflict	  with	  governance	  and	  do	  not	  prevent	  some	  groups	  from	  bypassing	  the	  governance	  process	  and	  lobbying	  the	  government	  directly	  to	  fulfill	  their	  agenda	  and	  avoid	  conflict.	  	  	  Both	  the	  Protectors	  and	  the	  Skeptic	  perspectives	  identified	  conflict	  resolution	  around	  water	  issues	  to	  be	  poor,	  eluding	  to	  current	  formal	  public	  consultation	  procedures	  that	  conflict	  with	  the	  inclusive	  and	  participatory	  approach	  of	  Water	  for	  Life:	   “There	   is	   much	   conflict	   that	   goes	   unresolved	   because	   people	   are	  deemed	   not	   directly	   affected	   by	   government.	   	   The	   government	   does	  not	   get	   a	   chance	   to	   address	  or	   even	  hear	   substantive	   issues	  because	  people	   who	   may	   have	   the	   best	   evidence	   are	   not	   deemed	   directly	  affected”	  (Questionnaire	  5628).	  	  These	  formal	  consultation	  processes	  that	  exist	  outside	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  erode	  the	  nature	  of	  conflict	  resolution	  and	  decision	  making	  that	  is	  built	  within	  governance.	  	  By	  relying	  upon	  an	  exclusive	  form	  of	  participation,	  conflict	  is	  not	  resolved	  within	  these	  formal	  structures.	  	  	  	   Without	  formal	  processes	  and	  policies	  in	  place	  that	  support	  conflict	  resolution	  through	  governance,	  some	  groups	  are	  executing	  their	  power	  to	  bypass	  governance.	  	  There	  are	  concerns	  from	  the	  Protector	  and	  the	  Skeptic	  perspectives	  that	  special	  interest	  and	  lobby	  groups	  are	  observed	  to	  be	  challenges	  to	  the	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governance	  process	  because	  they’re	  working	  outside	  the	  collaborative	  process	  (Questionnaire	  5388;	  Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  571)	  in	  some	  cases	  lobbying	  ministers	  directly	  to	  avoid	  conflict	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  186;	  Questionnaire	  5512).	  	  People	  expect	  that	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships	  serve	  as	  the	  forums	  for	  sharing,	  building	  consensus	  and	  cooperation,	  and	  finding	  solutions	  to	  the	  issues	  together	  rather	  than	  having	  groups	  lobbying	  politicians	  (Interview16/17,	  Line	  186).	  	  This	  may	  suggest	  that	  there	  is	  the	  need	  for	  policy	  that	  addresses	  conflict	  resolution	  while	  still	  supporting	  the	  governance	  process.	  
6.3.3 Participation	  	  	  Participation	  is	  the	  backbone	  of	  governance.	  	  Without	  public	  participation	  decision	  making	  would	  remain	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  government.	  	  Some	  of	  the	  key	  aspects	  of	  participation	  highlighted	  in	  the	  literature	  are	  representation	  and	  integration	  of	  local	  knowledge.	  	  The	  literature	  challenges	  how	  representation	  should	  be	  determined	  to	  ensure	  balance	  and	  diversity	  of	  perspectives,	  which	  may	  shed	  light	  onto	  problems	  with	  representation	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	  When	  collaboration	  occurs	  around	  the	  governance	  table,	  stakeholders	  openly	  share	  their	  views	  resulting	  in	  greater	  understanding	  and	  more	  positive	  perceptions	  of	  each	  other.	  	  Governance	  that	  relies	  upon	  balanced	  and	  diverse	  perspectives	  alludes	  to	  equality	  and	  encourages	  transparency	  and	  social	  learning	  (Cuppen	  2011;	  Ako,	  Eyong,	  and	  Nkeng	  2009;	  Charnay	  2011).	  	  However,	  the	  literature	  also	  suggests	  that	  equality	  is	  not	  easily	  established	  and	  power	  struggles	  do	  not	  change	  under	  grassroots	  led	  participatory	  structures	  (Perkins	  2011).	  	  Some	  argue	  that	  those	  who	  had	  the	  greatest	  power	  and	  political	  clout	  prior	  to	  participatory	  governance	  retain	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the	  greatest	  amount	  of	  power	  and	  political	  clout	  within	  governance	  systems	  (Weible,	  Siddiki,	  and	  Pierce	  2011).	  	  Participant	  interviews	  seem	  to	  support	  this	  idea.	  	  As	  the	  dominant	  industry	  in	  southern	  Alberta,	  the	  agriculture	  industry	  is	  well	  represented	  on	  the	  WPACs	  (Interview	  1,	  Line	  289;	  Interview	  2,	  Line	  157;	  Interview	  20,	  Line	  209).	  	  The	  industry	  has	  been	  observed	  to	  not	  only	  steer	  decisions	  (Interview	  1,	  Line	  312)	  but	  work	  outside	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  governance	  process	  to	  fulfill	  their	  agenda,	  whether	  it	  be	  commissioning	  studies	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  154)	  or	  holding	  public	  consultation	  processes	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  489).	  	  This	  may	  be	  evidence	  of	  a	  weakness	  of	  the	  current	  participation	  process	  that	  allows	  sectors	  to	  decide	  how	  and	  when	  they	  will	  participate	  in	  the	  discussions	  to	  exert	  their	  power	  and	  dominance.	  Imbalance	  and	  the	  maintenance	  of	  power	  struggles	  may	  be	  a	  function	  of	  how	  representation	  at	  the	  governance	  table	  is	  determined.	  	  While	  perspective	  and	  sector	  are	  often	  used	  interchangeably,	  Cuppen	  (2011)	  states	  a	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  and	  that	  perspectives	  are	  not	  necessarily	  related	  to	  affiliation.	  	  Balanced	  representation	  does	  not	  reflect	  the	  distribution	  of	  the	  entire	  population	  but	  creates	  discussion	  that	  includes	  all	  perspectives,	  marginal	  or	  mainstream,	  equally	  in	  discussion	  (Dryzek	  and	  Niemeyer	  2008).	  	  Diverse	  and	  balanced	  representation	  produces	  equality	  where	  each	  voice	  is	  valued	  as	  much	  as	  the	  next	  and	  stakeholders	  are	  more	  comfortable	  sharing	  their	  views	  and	  concerns.	  	  Representation	  by	  perspective	  rather	  than	  affiliation	  balances	  the	  “values,	  beliefs	  and	  presumptions”	  around	  the	  table	  that	  shape	  decision	  making	  (Cuppen	  2011,	  26).	  This	  view	  conflicts	  with	  the	  way	  Water	  for	  Life	  is	  structured.	  	  Participation	  is	  based	  on	  sector	  and	  assumes	  that	  anyone	  who	  represents	  a	  given	  sector	  shares	  the	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same	  perspective.	  	  The	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  members	  represent	  25	  sectors	  from	  industry,	  non-­‐government	  organizations	  (NGOs),	  the	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  and	  provincial	  authorities,	  and	  governments	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2005).	  	  Although	  not	  restricted	  to	  the	  same	  criteria	  for	  representation,	  WPACs	  have	  seemingly	  chosen	  similar	  criteria	  in	  selecting	  their	  councils.	  	  	  Dryzek	  (2008)	  suggests	  that	  to	  create	  balance,	  representation	  in	  participatory	  governance	  should	  be	  established	  by	  perspective	  rather	  than	  sector	  and	  demonstrates	  how	  the	  Q-­‐method	  can	  be	  used	  to	  do	  so.	  	  However	  in	  southern	  Alberta,	  representation	  by	  sector	  seems	  to	  be	  appropriate.	  	  The	  factors	  extracted	  from	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  suggest	  that	  affiliation	  and	  perspective	  are	  correlated	  to	  some	  degree.	  	  The	  Protector	  perspective	  reflected	  the	  views	  of	  Environmental	  NGOs,	  the	  Skeptic	  perspective	  was	  informed	  by	  Irrigators	  and	  Ranchers,	  the	  Supporter	  perspective	  was	  representative	  of	  government,	  and	  industry	  and	  academia	  informed	  the	  Opportunist	  perspective.	  	  The	  Decentralist	  perspective	  produced	  different	  results	  by	  having	  mixed	  affiliation.	  	  Although	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  an	  obvious	  trend,	  these	  perspectives	  are	  not	  exclusive	  to	  these	  sectors.	  As	  stated	  by	  Cuppen	  (2011),	  diversity	  of	  perspectives	  is	  necessary	  in	  governance.	  	  Generally	  stakeholders	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  are	  satisfied	  with	  the	  balance	  and	  diversity	  of	  views	  working	  together	  in	  the	  partnerships	  (Interview	  16/17,	  Line	  658;	  Interview	  7,	  Line	  107)	  but	  there	  is	  a	  concern	  from	  primarily	  the	  Decentralist,	  Skeptic	  and	  Supporter	  perspectives	  that	  balance	  is	  not	  constant.	  	  Around	  the	  governance	  table	  similar	  ideas	  can	  be	  shared	  between	  individuals	  despite	  their	  affiliation	  or	  perspective,	  which	  can	  then	  shift	  the	  direction	  of	  the	  
	  	   122	  
discussion	  and	  create	  imbalance	  (Interview	  20,	  Line	  135;	  Interview	  14,	  Line	  581;	  Interview	  2,	  Line	  76;	  Interview	  1,	  Line	  392).	  	  As	  mentioned	  in	  the	  previous	  section,	  the	  agriculture	  industry	  is	  well	  represented	  on	  the	  WPACs,	  sometimes	  to	  the	  point	  of	  imposing	  imbalance	  and	  dominating	  the	  discussions	  (Interview	  1,	  Line	  289;	  Interview	  2,	  Line	  157;	  Interview	  20,	  Line	  209).	  	  With	  nothing	  formal	  to	  ensure	  balance	  and	  diverse	  participation	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  achieve	  and	  maintain	  balance.	  In	  Alberta,	  WPACs	  are	  mandated	  to	  engage	  not	  only	  the	  government,	  stakeholders	  and	  other	  partnerships	  but	  also	  the	  general	  public	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2005).	  	  All	  five	  perspectives	  indicated	  participation	  to	  be	  a	  priority,	  particularly	  public	  participation	  and	  in	  all	  cases	  concern	  was	  expressed	  over	  a	  lack	  of	  participation.	  “I	   think	  you	  know	  having	   a	   good	  governance	   structure	   is	   so	  difficult	  because	   I	   think	   one	   of	   the	   key	   things	   that	   you	   learn	   is	   that	   good	  governance	  means	  good	  representation	  and	  it	  is	  so	  very	  difficult	  to	  get	  good	   representation.	   	   And	   even	   when	   you	   think	   you’ve	   got	   a	   fairly	  decent	   amount	   of	   various	   factions	   represented	   and	   you	   develop	  something	  and	  you	  take	  it	  out	  for	  consultation	  you	  either	  typically	  do	  not	  get	  very	  good	  feedback.	  	  Often	  because	  there	  are	  factions	  of	  society	  that’s	  missed	  or	  else	  when	  you	  go	  out	  for	  public	  consultation	  -­‐	  we	  do	  so	   much	   public	   consultation	   on	   everything	   these	   days	   from	   a	  government	  perspective	  but	   from	  other	  group	  perspectives	  too	  -­‐	  you	  do	  not	  get	  the	  public	  there	  to	  consult	  with”	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  563).	  	  The	  doors	  are	  always	  open	  to	  the	  public;	  however,	  it	  is	  always	  the	  same	  few	  people	  who	  come	  to	  talk	  about	  the	  issues.	  “The	  number	  of	  people	  you	  would	  see	  at	  a	  public	  meeting	  no	  matter	  where	  it	  would	  be	  held	  in	  Alberta,	  you	  would	  probably	  see	  60-­‐70%	  of	  the	  same	  people	  at	  every	  meeting.	  	  That	  doesn’t	  mean	  that	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  public	  is	  not	  interested	  but	  it	  means	  that	  the	  [water]	  community	  as	  a	  whole	  is	  fairly	  small”	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  147).	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The	  concern	  isn’t	  that	  people	  aren’t	  coming	  to	  the	  table	  because	  they	  are	  uninterested,	  but	  rather	  they	  are	  not	  aware	  of	  the	  issues	  or	  how	  influential	  their	  role	  is	  in	  the	  governance	  and	  decision	  making	  process	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  411;	  Interview	  21,	  Line	  16;	  Questionnaire	  5970;	  Questionnaire	  5656;	  Questionnaire	  5389;	  Interview	  7,	  Line	  307).	  	  The	  issue	  of	  public	  participation	  in	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  has	  been	  observed	  to	  be	  a	  priority	  and	  considering	  the	  reasons	  are	  all	  speculation,	  research	  opportunities	  are	  abundant.	  Public	  engagement	  is	  not	  the	  only	  concern	  around	  participation.	  	  Gaps	  in	  representation	  exist	  and	  are	  not	  ignored;	  the	  WPACs	  have	  taken	  action	  to	  try	  to	  engage	  the	  public	  and	  fill	  board	  seats.	  	  Together,	  the	  WPACs	  have	  agreed	  to	  work	  together	  to	  create	  broad	  public	  awareness	  of	  the	  partnerships	  and	  water	  issues	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  61).	  	  Stakeholders	  are	  personally	  invited	  to	  contribute	  to	  projects	  (Interview	  14,	  Line	  212),	  information	  is	  made	  available	  and	  accessible	  to	  the	  public	  by	  the	  partnerships	  and	  the	  government	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  179),	  public	  meetings	  are	  frequently	  held	  (Questionnaire	  5388),	  and	  despite	  the	  efforts	  and	  active	  recruiting,	  achieving	  complete	  representation	  is	  a	  challenge	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  224).	  Addressing	  the	  local	  issues	  that	  people	  can	  see	  happening	  in	  their	  backyards	  does	  attract	  the	  public’s	  interest	  but	  maintaining	  their	  interest	  is	  more	  difficult	  (Interview	  7,	  Line	  341)	  but	  in	  the	  end	  there	  are	  three	  major	  groups	  who	  are	  the	  least	  engaged:	  First	  Nations,	  special	  interest	  groups	  and	  the	  general	  public.	  	   It	  was	  very	  difficult	  to	  find	  anyone	  from	  the	  First	  Nations	  communities	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  who	  was	  willing	  to	  participate	  in	  this	  research	  project	  but	  one	  Blackfoot	  person	  did	  agree	  to	  be	  interviewed.	  	  From	  a	  First	  Nations	  perspective,	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there	  is	  a	  sense	  of	  rejection	  that	  was	  preventing	  greater	  participation	  in	  governance;	  rather	  than	  being	  offered	  a	  single	  token	  seat	  on	  the	  partnership	  boards,	  they	  would	  prefer	  to	  be	  respected,	  treated	  as	  an	  equal	  around	  the	  table	  and	  to	  contribute	  meaningfully	  to	  decision	  making	  (Interview	  19,	  Line	  516).	  	  This	  view	  contrasts	  with	  the	  speculative	  assumptions	  from	  non-­‐First	  Nations	  representatives	  that	  First	  Nations	  seldom	  participate	  because	  of	  differences	  in	  tradition	  (Interview	  2,	  Line	  531;	  Interview	  11,	  Line	  570),	  have	  different	  priorities	  (Interview	  11,	  Line	  584),	  mistrust	  government	  and	  what	  could	  be	  interpreted	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  fulfill	  the	  treaty	  agreement	  that	  specifies	  a	  “duty	  to	  consult”	  (Interview	  15,	  Line	  319).	  	  There	  are	  still	  many	  unanswered	  questions	  regarding	  First	  Nations	  participation;	  however,	  throughout	  the	  interviews,	  all	  participants	  acknowledged	  a	  need	  for	  engaging	  the	  First	  Nations.	  	  	  
6.3.4 Rule	  of	  Law	  	  Rule	  of	  law	  reflects	  the	  integration	  of	  governance	  into	  the	  overarching	  political	  framework.	  	  The	  focus	  of	  the	  literature	  regarding	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  is	  relatively	  narrow.	  	  Aside	  from	  literature	  that	  describes	  initial	  transitions	  from	  government	  to	  governance,	  the	  greatest	  level	  of	  interest	  related	  to	  rule	  of	  law	  is	  given	  to	  the	  assignment	  of	  scale.	  	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  directs	  governance	  to	  be	  established	  at	  the	  scale	  of	  watershed	  or	  river	  basin;	  however,	  some	  dispute	  this	  recognizing	  that	  more	  flexible	  methods	  of	  establishing	  boundaries	  is	  more	  effective	  to	  ensure	  governance	  fits	  within	  the	  political	  structures.	  The	  research	  detailing	  appropriate	  scale	  varies.	  	  In	  support	  of	  IWRM,	  Wyborn	  and	  Bixler	  (2013)	  argue	  that	  “innovation,	  adaptation	  and	  learning”	  is	  built	  not	  
	  	   125	  
through	  a	  local	  or	  global	  scale	  but	  through	  a	  regional	  scale.	  	  Described	  as	  “the	  aggregation	  of	  smaller	  initiatives	  across	  a	  large	  region,”	  a	  regional	  scale	  promotes	  greater	  depth	  of	  sharing	  between	  stakeholders	  (Wyborn	  and	  Bixler	  2013).	  	  In	  Ontario	  where	  agriculture	  is	  the	  primary	  industry	  much	  like	  southern	  Alberta,	  prescribed	  watershed	  boundaries	  consistent	  with	  IWRM	  were	  found	  to	  conflict	  with	  agricultural	  policy	  boundaries.	  	  Flexible	  development	  of	  governance	  boundaries	  to	  accommodate	  political	  and	  social	  constructs	  was	  recommended	  (Ferreyra,	  de	  Loë,	  and	  Kreutzwiser	  2008).	  	  However,	  in	  Alberta	  the	  same	  issues	  of	  conflicting	  policy	  boundaries	  was	  not	  identified	  as	  an	  issue.	  	  Governance	  boundaries	  were	  formally	  established	  at	  the	  watershed	  level	  and	  the	  majority	  of	  participants	  indicated	  satisfaction,	  particularly	  within	  the	  Decentralist,	  Skeptic	  and	  Supporter	  perspectives.	  	  This	  may	  indicate	  that	  recommendations	  from	  one	  system,	  Ontario,	  are	  not	  necessarily	  applicable	  to	  another,	  Alberta.	  	  The	  political	  and	  social	  circumstances	  may	  be	  different	  enough	  that	  the	  same	  conflicts	  do	  not	  occur,	  suggesting	  that	  in	  Alberta	  existing	  policy	  boundaries	  do	  not	  conflict	  with	  the	  governance	  boundaries	  and	  that	  the	  method	  by	  which	  to	  establish	  boundaries	  need	  not	  necessarily	  be	  flexible	  to	  fit	  the	  context.	  
6.3.5 Transparency	  	  	  When	  stakeholders	  and	  government	  are	  more	  open	  and	  honest	  about	  their	  opinions,	  needs	  and	  knowledge	  transparency	  can	  exist.	  	  Transparency	  requires	  balance	  and	  spaces	  that	  are	  conducive	  to	  discussion	  and	  sharing.	  	  Transparency	  can	  enhance	  collaboration,	  informed	  decision	  making	  and	  adaptability	  through	  social	  learning.	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Adaptability	  and	  transparency	  overlap	  where	  social	  learning	  occurs.	  	  Through	  interaction	  and	  sharing,	  social	  learning	  allows	  for	  collaboration	  and	  innovation	  and	  sets	  the	  stage	  for	  adaptability	  (Cuppen	  2011).	  	  Social	  learning	  is	  more	  than	  just	  bringing	  awareness	  to	  ideas	  and	  issues;	  it	  involves	  the	  integration	  and	  discussion	  between	  different	  perspectives	  to	  create	  a	  collective	  understanding	  of	  the	  issues	  and	  solutions	  (Rist	  et	  al.	  2007).	  	  Social	  learning	  relies	  upon	  the	  transparency	  of	  scientists,	  locals,	  experts	  and	  politicians	  to	  share	  and	  discuss	  their	  opinions	  and	  knowledge.	  	  The	  literature	  suggests	  that	  sustainability	  and	  adaptability	  is	  developed	  through	  transparency	  and	  social	  learning,	  where	  science	  and	  local	  knowledge	  become	  integrated	  (Rist	  et	  al.	  2007).	  	  The	  collaborative	  nature	  of	  social	  learning	  is	  apparent	  in	  the	  data	  collected	  in	  southern	  Alberta.	  	  Participants	  indicated	  that	  much	  social	  learning	  occurs	  around	  the	  governance	  table	  that	  leads	  to	  a	  collective	  understanding	  of	  the	  issues	  and	  solutions.	  	  It	  is	  the	  sharing	  of	  information,	  the	  high	  quality	  discussions,	  and	  the	  building	  of	  trust,	  respect	  and	  understanding	  around	  the	  table	  that	  stakeholders	  value	  and	  appreciate	  about	  the	  governance	  process	  (Interview	  3,	  Line	  585;	  Interview	  21,	  Line	  437;	  Questionnaire	  5393;	  Questionnaire	  5970).	  	  Transparent	  processes	  that	  lead	  to	  collaborative	  and	  innovative	  problem	  solving	  offer	  a	  sense	  of	  reward	  to	  the	  stakeholders	  that	  encourages	  them	  to	  see	  the	  benefits	  of	  governance	  (Interview	  10,	  Line	  85).	  	  	  Collaboration	  and	  social	  learning	  may	  be	  indicators	  of	  transparency;	  however,	  they	  are	  not	  indicators	  of	  balanced	  discussion.	  	  The	  interview	  data	  presents	  a	  picture	  of	  governance	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  where	  participation	  is	  incomplete	  and	  unbalanced	  with	  First	  Nations	  and	  special	  interest	  groups	  not	  well	  
	  	   127	  
represented	  in	  WPACs	  and	  the	  agriculture	  industry	  showing	  greater	  influence	  over	  decisions	  than	  other	  sectors.	  	  One	  participant	  recognized	  that	  rather	  than	  learning	  from	  each	  other	  and	  coming	  to	  a	  common	  understanding	  to	  be	  used	  to	  educate	  and	  inform,	  conflicts	  between	  some	  sectors	  resulted	  in	  the	  “butting	  of	  heads”	  and	  an	  avoidance	  of	  participating	  in	  governance	  (Interview	  21,	  Line	  151).	  	  Perspectives	  are	  then	  missing	  from	  the	  discussions	  occurring	  around	  the	  table.	  	  Transparency	  and	  participation	  are	  interrelated;	  without	  inclusive	  and	  balanced	  participation,	  transparency	  around	  the	  issues	  is	  incomplete.	  
6.4 Putting	  it	  all	  together:	  how	  the	  five	  perspectives	  reflect	  policy	  
expectations	  	  The	  intention	  for	  this	  section	  is	  to	  describe	  the	  connections	  between	  the	  most	  current	  documents	  providing	  recommendations	  for	  Water	  for	  Life	  governance	  process	  and	  the	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  of	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance.	  	  In	  comparing	  the	  currently	  available	  documents	  to	  the	  data	  collected	  in	  this	  project,	  the	  recommendations	  mirror	  the	  concerns	  of	  the	  participants;	  however,	  there	  does	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  disconnect	  between	  the	  theoretical	  and	  the	  practical	  applications	  of	  governance	  under	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  Despite	  the	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  being	  clearly	  written	  out	  and	  reiterated	  from	  document	  to	  document,	  it	  seems	  that	  what	  is	  expected	  of	  the	  partnerships	  is	  in	  some	  respects	  different	  than	  what	  the	  stakeholders	  perceive	  as	  being	  possible	  or	  interesting	  volunteer	  opportunities.	  	  Greater	  leadership	  from	  the	  government	  is	  in	  demand.	  The	  majority	  of	  the	  grey	  literature	  related	  to	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  is	  produced	  by	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships,	  government	  agencies,	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special	  interest	  groups	  and	  ENGOs,	  and	  focuses	  on	  technical	  reviews	  and	  water	  allocations.	  	  The	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  produces	  many	  policy	  recommendation	  documents	  covering	  a	  broad	  range	  of	  topics	  from	  conservation	  to	  wetlands	  to	  governance	  partnerships.	  	  The	  Council	  also	  conducts	  regular	  Implementation	  Reviews	  that	  cover	  both	  the	  outcomes	  and	  processes	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  
Moving	  from	  words	  to	  actions	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2011),	  	  Strengthening	  
partnerships	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a)	  and	  Recommendations	  for	  a	  watershed	  
management	  planning	  framework	  for	  Alberta	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b)	  are	  the	  key	  governance	  policy	  recommendation	  documents	  that	  the	  AWC	  has	  put	  forward	  for	  consideration.	  	  The	  independent,	  grassroots	  organization	  Water	  Matters	  facilitates	  water	  research	  and	  produces	  publications	  regarding	  watershed	  protection,	  focusing	  on	  allocations	  and	  science-­‐based	  decision	  making,	  specifically	  management	  based	  on	  quantitative	  In-­‐stream	  Flow	  Needs	  (Donahue	  and	  Ko	  2012;	  Ko	  and	  Donahue	  2012a;	  Ko	  and	  Donahue	  2012b).	  	  	  Consultant	  reports	  and	  academic	  literature	  also	  contribute	  to	  the	  discussion,	  the	  key	  documents	  being	  The	  Rosenberg	  Report	  (University	  of	  California	  2007)	  and	  a	  literature	  review	  conducted	  by	  Rob	  deLoë	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009)	  specifically	  highlighting	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  as	  a	  governance	  process.	  	  Both	  discuss	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  process	  in	  terms	  of	  transparency,	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation	  and	  rule	  of	  law	  both	  implicitly	  and	  explicitly.	  	  	  Accountability	  is	  an	  important	  area	  of	  interest	  within	  the	  reports	  and	  recommendations.	  	  Establishing	  appropriate	  representation,	  roles	  and	  responsibilities;	  communication	  pathways;	  modes	  of	  collaboration	  and	  cooperation;	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reliable	  sources	  of	  scientific	  data	  and	  legitimacy	  have	  been	  the	  priority	  in	  implementing	  Water	  for	  Life.	  	  As	  was	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  and	  interview	  data,	  five	  perspectives	  believe	  that	  ultimate	  accountability	  rests	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  government.	  	  Despite	  a	  transition	  from	  government	  to	  governance,	  the	  government	  remains	  the	  true	  decision	  maker;	  they	  continue	  to	  control	  legislation,	  regulation	  and	  provincial	  policy.	  	  The	  stakeholder	  beliefs	  reinforce	  the	  importance	  expressed	  in	  AWC	  reports	  for	  establishing	  formal	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  in	  Water	  for	  Life	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b;	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a).	  	   The	  purpose	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  is	  to	  address	  sustainability	  in	  Alberta	  by	  fulfilling	  three	  goals	  related	  to	  the	  economy,	  environment	  and	  society.	  	  It	  is	  about	  meeting	  outcomes.	  	  However,	  across	  all	  five	  perspectives	  identified	  in	  this	  study	  there	  is	  a	  strong	  concern	  over	  a	  lack	  of	  action	  being	  taken	  by	  the	  government.	  	  There	  is	  an	  overreaching	  view	  that	  the	  government	  is	  not	  holding	  up	  their	  commitment	  to	  integrate	  the	  progress	  made	  by	  the	  partnerships	  into	  legislative	  action.	  	  Several	  of	  the	  documents	  allude	  to	  these	  same	  concerns	  by	  recommending	  that	  improvements	  be	  made	  to	  communication	  channels	  and	  implementation	  plans.	  	  Such	  recommendations	  include	  coordinating	  decision	  making	  tools	  of	  all	  Ministries	  (University	  of	  California	  2007),	  producing	  clear	  intentions	  for	  integration	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a),	  producing	  regular	  progress	  reports	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2011),	  and	  developing	  an	  inventory	  of	  ways	  of	  implementation	  (University	  of	  California	  2007,	  10).	  	  The	  question	  as	  to	  whether	  or	  not	  the	  government	  is	  acting	  on	  any	  of	  the	  recommendations	  from	  the	  partnerships	  may	  be	  related	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  transparency	  and	  accountability	  with	  the	  government	  not	  communicating	  what	  
	  	   130	  
action	  has	  been	  or	  will	  be	  taken.	  Particularly	  those	  with	  a	  strong	  Protector	  perspective,	  who	  value	  preserving	  the	  environment	  for	  future	  generations,	  feel	  that	  a	  lack	  of	  authority	  at	  the	  WPAC	  level	  is	  a	  threat	  to	  fulfilling	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  outcomes.	  	  There	  is	  an	  expectation	  and	  reliance	  upon	  the	  honesty,	  good	  will	  and	  commitment	  of	  stakeholders	  and	  an	  assumption	  that	  they	  can	  influence	  all	  others	  within	  their	  sector	  to	  follow	  through	  on	  decisions	  made	  through	  the	  governance	  process	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a).	  	  
Protectors	  are	  skeptical	  of	  others	  and	  as	  individuals	  speaking	  on	  behalf	  of	  the	  voiceless	  are	  accustomed	  to	  struggles	  and	  going	  up	  against	  brick	  walls,	  to	  the	  point	  of	  expecting	  it.	  	  They	  are	  concerned	  that	  individuals	  at	  the	  table	  will	  agree	  to	  one	  thing	  and	  do	  the	  opposite	  on	  the	  ground.	  	  Along	  with	  the	  Skeptic	  perspective	  most	  representative	  of	  landowners,	  they	  do	  not	  trust	  that	  this	  level	  of	  authority	  is	  enough	  to	  ensure	  outcomes	  are	  met.	  	  They	  see	  value	  in	  legislation	  rather	  than	  informal	  agreements	  to	  support	  the	  governance	  structures	  and	  ensure	  timely	  follow	  through	  on	  decisions.	  	  Both	  perspectives	  have	  observed	  that	  special	  interest	  groups	  and	  some	  ministries	  are	  avoiding	  the	  governance	  table	  and	  finding	  other	  modes	  of	  fulfilling	  their	  agendas.	  	  Although	  all	  ministries	  need	  to	  be	  aligned	  with	  supporting	  Water	  for	  Life	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b),	  some	  like	  Alberta	  Agriculture	  have	  been	  observed	  to	  be	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  strategy,	  doing	  their	  own	  watershed	  related	  work.	  	  The	  current	  policy	  and	  legislation	  is	  perceived	  by	  some	  participants	  in	  this	  study	  to	  be	  too	  weak	  and	  allows	  members	  to	  divert	  from	  fully	  participating	  in	  Water	  for	  Life	  and	  fulfilling	  obligations	  as	  a	  stakeholder.	  	  Current	  recommendations	  also	  indicate	  the	  potential	  for	  this	  weakness:	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“Further	  experience	  will	  demonstrate	  whether	  stakeholders	  can	  fully	  engage	  in	  watershed	  management	  under	  the	  existing	  policy,	  legislative	  and	   regulatory	   framework.	   	   It	  may	  be	   found	   that	   legislative	   changes	  are	   needed	   to	   compel	   sectors	   with	   the	   required	   decision	   making	  authority	   to	   participate	   in	   watershed	   management	   planning	   and	   to	  compel	   the	   implementation	   of	   agreed–upon	   actions	   in	   an	   endorsed	  plan”	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b,	  30).	  	  Legislation,	  regulation	  and	  policy	  are	  areas	  that	  needs	  to	  remain	  under	  review	  if	  outcomes	  are	  to	  be	  met.	  Water	  for	  Life	  encourages	  a	  science-­‐based	  approach	  to	  decision	  making	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).	  	  Research	  and	  good	  data	  can	  be	  used	  to	  justify	  decisions,	  and	  identify	  and	  understand	  changing	  conditions.	  	  Recommendations	  have	  been	  made	  that	  stress	  the	  importance	  of	  data	  collection	  and	  monitoring	  as	  support	  for	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  The	  Rosenberg	  Report	  explicitly	  indicates	  that	  accountability	  relies	  upon	  a	  science	  based	  approach	  and	  regular	  external	  evaluations	  (University	  of	  California	  2007).	  	  Water	  Matters	  is	  a	  special	  interest	  group	  that	  promotes	  science-­‐based	  water	  management	  and	  falls	  in	  line	  with	  the	  Opportunist	  perspective	  of	  questioning	  the	  technical	  capacity	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships.	  	  Water	  Matters	  believes	  that	  relying	  on	  science	  and	  rigorous	  monitoring	  will	  provide	  greater	  benefit	  than	  “management	  decisions	  that	  rely	  on	  consensus-­‐based,	  regional	  standards”	  (Donahue	  and	  Ko	  2012,	  7)	  such	  as	  those	  developed	  through	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  partnerships.	  	  Water	  Matters	  believes	  that	  minimum	  river	  flows	  based	  on	  instream	  flow	  needs	  (IFNs)	  are	  necessary	  for	  water	  management	  and	  fulfilling	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  goals,	  including	  protecting	  aquatic	  ecosystems	  (Donahue	  and	  Ko	  2012).	  	  The	  partnerships	  have	  shown	  interest	  in	  using	  a	  science	  based	  approach	  and	  are	  concerned	  about	  data	  gaps.	  	  WPACs	  and	  WSGs	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have	  the	  greatest	  understanding	  of	  the	  local	  issues,	  thus	  have	  a	  role	  in	  coordinating	  projects	  to	  fill	  those	  gaps	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b).	  	  As	  the	  Opportunists	  would	  stress,	  WPACs	  do	  not	  have	  the	  skills,	  knowledge	  and	  technical	  capacity	  to	  use	  the	  data	  effectively.	  	  AWC	  Implementation	  Reviews	  have	  acknowledged	  this	  by	  emphasizing	  the	  need	  for	  the	  partnerships	  to	  be	  “working	  closely	  with	  research	  and	  academic	  institutions	  and	  other	  outreach	  and	  education	  providers”	  to	  improve	  understanding	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2012,	  4).	  	  An	  example	  of	  this	  in	  practice	  is	  the	  Science	  Team	  of	  the	  Oldman	  Watershed	  Council	  where	  local	  research	  and	  researchers	  are	  connected	  to	  those	  who	  are	  making	  regional	  decisions.	  	  With	  the	  social	  learning	  that	  happens	  around	  the	  table,	  does	  the	  Science	  Team	  help	  build	  the	  capacity	  to	  understand	  and	  most	  beneficially	  use	  the	  scientific	  data	  within	  a	  consensus-­‐based,	  regional	  approach?	  	  Further	  research	  is	  needed	  to	  answer	  that	  question.	  	   As	  mentioned,	  scientific	  knowledge	  and	  data	  strengthens	  adaptability	  as	  well	  as	  accountability.	  	  Water	  and	  climate	  issues	  are	  filled	  with	  uncertainty	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  It	  is	  impossible	  to	  predict	  with	  great	  accuracy	  when	  droughts	  and	  floods	  will	  occur.	  	  In	  2013	  southern	  Alberta	  was	  subject	  to	  extensive	  damaging	  floods.	  	  In	  other	  years	  such	  as	  2001/02	  droughts	  have	  seriously	  impacted	  the	  region.	  	  Longitudinal	  scientific	  data	  collection	  is	  key	  for	  planning,	  preparing	  and	  identifying	  situations,	  as	  such	  “monitoring	  networks”	  to	  “permit	  early	  detection”	  have	  been	  recommended	  (University	  of	  California	  2007,	  10).	  	  This	  isn’t	  to	  say	  that	  monitoring	  programs	  can	  prevent	  all	  disasters,	  but	  it	  can	  aid	  in	  the	  development	  of	  prevention	  and	  mitigation	  plans.	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As	  indicated	  by	  Water	  Matters,	  data	  collection	  and	  monitoring	  are	  also	  key	  for	  “protecting	  ecosystem	  services,”	  which	  is	  necessary	  for	  sustainability	  and	  being	  able	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions	  (Donahue	  and	  Ko	  2012,	  8).	  	  Having	  plans	  in	  place	  to	  deal	  with	  situations	  as	  they	  become	  apparent	  can	  build	  the	  capacity	  to	  respond	  to	  changing	  conditions	  (University	  of	  California	  2007).	  	  The	  Protector	  perspective	  falls	  in	  line	  with	  these	  recommendations	  and	  the	  importance	  of	  having	  data	  and	  plans	  available	  for	  making	  decisions	  that	  help	  meet	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  environment	  and	  future	  generations.	  	  Other	  recommendations	  acknowledge	  an	  iterative	  approach	  to	  planning	  that	  can	  “accommodate	  new	  circumstances	  or	  information”	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b,	  7).	  	  Although	  adaptability	  was	  not	  much	  of	  a	  priority	  within	  the	  five	  perspectives,	  it	  has	  been	  acknowledged	  in	  the	  documents	  as	  being	  an	  important	  aspect	  of	  water	  management	  and	  the	  governance	  process,	  which	  indicates	  a	  possible	  disconnect	  between	  the	  reports	  and	  their	  recommendations	  and	  the	  stakeholders.	  Another	  disconnect	  is	  observed	  in	  engaging	  public	  participation.	  	  Poor	  public	  participation	  was	  indicated	  as	  a	  concern	  among	  all	  five	  perspectives.	  	  Likewise,	  public	  participation	  is	  considered	  important	  to	  the	  governance	  process	  (University	  of	  California	  2007;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009a;	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a).	  	  The	  disconnect	  lies	  in	  who	  is	  responsible	  for	  engaging	  the	  public.	  	  In	  the	  grey	  literature,	  the	  responsibility	  is	  placed	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  WPACs	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a);	  however,	  for	  some	  reason	  the	  stakeholders	  are	  calling	  for	  the	  government	  to	  step	  forward	  to	  assist	  in	  educating	  and	  encouraging	  the	  public	  on	  the	  importance	  of	  their	  participation.	  	  Although	  the	  WPACs	  have	  collaborated	  together	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to	  develop	  a	  campaign	  to	  rally	  public	  awareness	  of	  the	  partnerships,	  public	  participation	  is	  still	  a	  challenge	  that	  all	  perspectives	  recognize.	  	  For	  shared	  governance	  to	  work,	  leadership	  from	  government	  is	  essential.	  	  All	  ministries	  need	  to	  be	  involved	  in	  supporting	  the	  process	  and	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b).	  	  As	  the	  ultimate	  decision	  maker,	  “…the	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  must	  lead	  by	  example	  and	  be	  the	  most	  committed	  partner	  at	  the	  table”	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a,	  9).”	  	  With	  the	  grey	  literature	  only	  providing	  recommendations	  and	  expectations,	  it	  is	  expected	  that	  the	  government	  has	  been	  fulfilling	  its	  leadership	  role	  and	  from	  a	  Supporter	  perspective	  they	  have.	  	  Again,	  due	  to	  a	  perceived	  lack	  of	  action	  from	  the	  government,	  there	  is	  frustration	  with	  the	  process	  within	  other	  perspectives,	  primarily	  the	  Protectors	  and	  Skeptics	  have	  called	  for	  the	  government	  to	  step	  up	  and	  take	  leadership	  by	  following	  through	  on	  recommendations	  and	  plans	  in	  a	  timely	  fashion.	  	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  government	  support	  and	  commitment	  have	  been	  seen	  in	  a	  more	  positive	  light.	  	  Government	  is	  providing	  the	  resources,	  advice	  and	  information	  that	  are	  needed	  for	  the	  partnerships	  to	  make	  informed	  decisions.	  	  This	  demonstrates	  the	  fulfillment	  of	  a	  role	  and	  responsibility	  where	  government	  “must	  ensure	  that	  [their]	  partners	  have	  the	  appropriate	  resources	  and	  scientific	  information	  required	  to	  fulfill	  their	  mandates”	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009a,	  18).	  	  With	  respect	  to	  legislation	  and	  policy	  development,	  that	  takes	  time	  and	  rather	  than	  commit	  to	  something	  in	  haste,	  it	  has	  been	  suggested	  the	  government	  wait	  and	  let	  experience	  dictate	  if	  and	  where	  legislation	  is	  required	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b).	  	  The	  government	  continues	  to	  be	  an	  active	  partner	  in	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  but	  to	  keep	  stakeholders	  engaged,	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the	  government	  may	  be	  required	  to	  reassure	  stakeholders	  that	  their	  work	  in	  the	  partnerships	  is	  of	  value.	  Shared	  governance	  requires	  transparency	  for	  public	  engagement	  to	  be	  possible.	  	  All	  perspectives	  indicated	  great	  value	  in	  the	  open	  and	  transparent	  nature	  or	  relationships	  between	  stakeholders.	  	  Transparency	  allows	  for	  informed	  decision	  making	  as	  stakeholders	  openly	  share	  information	  and	  knowledge.	  	  This	  is	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  following	  quote	  from	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  action	  plan:	  
“Accessible	  knowledge	  of	  Alberta’s	  water	   resources	   is	  a	   fundamental	  part	  of	   the	  action	  plan.	   	  Water	  for	  Life	  partners	  must	  understand	   the	  state	  of	  Alberta’s	  drinking	  water,	  aquatic	  ecosystems,	  and	  the	  quality	  and	   quantity	   of	   surface	   and	   groundwater	   resources	   if	   we	   are	   to	  achieve	   the	   goal	   of	   healthy	   and	   sustainable	   water	   resources.	  	  Individual	   Albertans	   must	   have	   easy	   access	   to	   knowledge	   and	  information	   regarding	  Alberta’s	  water	   resources	   if	   they	   are	   to	  make	  informed	   water	   and	   related	   air,	   land,	   and	   resource	   management	  decisions.	  	  Educational	  tools	  and	  strategies	  will	  complement	  all	  Water	  
for	  Life	  actions”	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009a,	  16).	  	  Information	  needs	  to	  be	  readily	  accessible	  to	  everyone,	  including	  the	  public.	  	  Currently,	  the	  perspectives	  indicate	  that	  although	  the	  information	  about	  local	  water	  issues	  and	  the	  work	  the	  partnerships	  are	  doing	  is	  accessible	  and	  available,	  the	  public	  does	  not	  seem	  interested.	  	  Once	  again,	  the	  issue	  of	  effectively	  engaging	  the	  public	  becomes	  an	  issue.	  	  	  
6.5 Summary	  	  Using	  the	  perceptions	  of	  stakeholders,	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  was	  evaluated	  in	  terms	  of	  good	  governance.	  	  Five	  perspectives	  capturing	  the	  values	  and	  beliefs	  of	  southern	  Albertans	  were	  found:	  the	  Protectors,	  Opportunists,	  Decentralists,	  Skeptics	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and	  Supporters.	  	  While	  the	  study	  region	  may	  have	  been	  too	  small	  to	  find	  any	  geographical	  differences,	  there	  seemed	  to	  be	  a	  trend	  that	  individuals	  belonging	  to	  the	  same	  sector	  shared	  a	  similar	  perspective	  of	  water	  governance.	  	   When	  placed	  within	  the	  context	  of	  the	  academic	  literature,	  the	  five	  perspectives	  provide	  a	  foundation	  from	  which	  to	  further	  examine	  the	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  and	  how	  they	  are	  realized	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	  	  The	  perspectives	  also	  offer	  a	  way	  to	  assess	  existing	  policy	  recommendations	  and	  the	  previously	  identified	  weaknesses	  of	  the	  partnerships.	  	  	  	   This	  study	  has	  only	  begun	  to	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  how	  the	  stakeholders	  perceive	  water	  governance	  as	  directed	  by	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy.	  	  However,	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  process	  in	  Alberta	  is	  addressing	  all	  five	  of	  the	  suggested	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  suggesting	  a	  relatively	  effective	  system;	  however,	  more	  research	  is	  necessary	  to	  better	  understand	  the	  system	  and	  how	  Water	  for	  Life	  can	  be	  improved.	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7 Conclusion	  	  With	  the	  adoption	  of	  Integrated	  Water	  Resources	  Management	  (IWRM)	  by	  many	  United	  Nations	  member	  states	  as	  a	  move	  towards	  sustainable	  development,	  a	  transition	  from	  government	  to	  governance	  based	  decision	  making	  has	  been	  occurring	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  In	  Alberta,	  Canada,	  this	  transition	  began	  to	  be	  realized	  in	  2004	  with	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy,	  a	  policy	  document	  established	  to	  contribute	  to	  building	  sustainability.	  	  Today,	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  is	  relatively	  well	  established	  and	  includes	  three	  partnerships:	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  (AWC)	  at	  the	  provincial	  scale,	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils	  (WPACs)	  at	  the	  regional	  scale,	  and	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Groups	  (WSGs)	  at	  the	  local	  scale	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).	  	  Each	  partnership	  is	  based	  upon	  a	  collaborative	  and	  participatory	  approach	  such	  that	  planning	  and	  recommendations	  are	  developed	  through	  these	  groups	  and	  submitted	  to	  the	  government	  who	  are	  responsible	  and	  accountable	  for	  making	  the	  final	  decisions	  and	  approving	  plans	  (Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003).	  	  	  Water	  governance	  is	  more	  than	  just	  a	  tool	  for	  reaching	  sustainable	  outcomes;	  it	  is	  a	  social	  process	  used	  to	  uncover	  concerns,	  set	  priorities	  and	  develop	  solutions	  that	  balance	  social,	  economic	  and	  environmental	  needs	  (Aguilera-­‐Klink	  and	  Sanchez-­‐Garcia	  2002;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  2003;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  Ongoing	  evaluations	  can	  provide	  assurance	  that	  the	  intended	  purpose	  is	  being	  fulfilled	  by	  the	  process	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.,	  2009;	  De	  Stefano	  et	  al.,	  2010).	  	  For	  the	  purposes	  of	  evaluations,	  the	  concept	  of	  “good	  governance”	  is	  often	  used	  despite	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  common	  definition	  of	  what	  this	  means.	  	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  research,	  a	  literature	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review	  was	  conducted	  to	  conceptualize	  what	  aspects	  were	  considered	  essential	  for	  good	  governance.	  	  This	  review	  suggested	  that	  good	  governance	  can	  be	  described	  as	  the	  processes	  and	  institutions	  for	  decision	  making	  that	  effectively	  incorporate	  five	  pillars:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law,	  and	  transparency.	  	  	  	   The	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  has	  been	  in	  place	  in	  Alberta	  for	  nearly	  a	  decade;	  however,	  there	  has	  been	  no	  comprehensive	  evaluation	  of	  the	  governance	  process	  and	  how	  these	  five	  pillars	  are	  realized	  within	  the	  partnerships.	  	  This	  study	  aimed	  to	  fill	  this	  gap.	  	  Stakeholder	  perspectives	  were	  used	  to	  provide	  a	  snapshot	  of	  the	  current	  governance	  process	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  prior	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan,	  more	  specifically	  a	  snapshot	  of	  the	  current	  process	  as	  a	  function	  of	  good	  governance.	  	  This	  information	  may	  be	  valuable	  in	  the	  integration	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  and	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  processes	  leading	  to	  the	  approval	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan.	  	   As	  a	  mixed	  method	  of	  identifying	  different	  perspectives	  in	  a	  population,	  the	  Q-­‐method	  was	  selected	  to	  qualitatively	  and	  quantitatively	  evaluate	  water	  governance	  in	  southern	  Alberta,	  fulfilling	  the	  research	  objectives	  set	  forward	  for	  this	  project.	  	  Stakeholders	  from	  southern	  Alberta	  who	  were	  members	  of	  a	  WPAC,	  WSG	  or	  AWC	  were	  invited	  to	  participate.	  	  Individuals	  were	  first	  solicited	  for	  interviews	  to	  assist	  in	  the	  development	  of	  the	  concourse.	  	  Next,	  most	  of	  the	  same	  individuals	  were	  invited	  to	  complete	  a	  Q-­‐sort	  survey	  and	  short	  exit	  questionnaire	  to	  allow	  their	  values	  related	  to	  the	  five	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  to	  be	  expressed	  through	  their	  sorting	  and	  ranking	  of	  a	  series	  of	  opinion	  statements.	  	  Applying	  factor	  analysis	  to	  these	  rankings,	  five	  perspectives	  emerged	  from	  the	  data.	  	  The	  factors	  were	  then	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interpreted	  using	  the	  interview,	  questionnaire	  and	  Q-­‐sort	  data	  to	  develop	  narrative	  descriptions	  of	  the	  five	  perspectives,	  which	  were	  labeled:	  Protectors,	  Opportunists,	  Decentralists,	  Skeptics,	  and	  Supporters.	  	  Factor	  loadings	  of	  the	  participants	  showed	  that	  each	  perspective	  was	  represented	  primarily	  by	  the	  views	  of	  specific	  stakeholder	  groups:	  environmental	  proponents	  mostly	  reflected	  the	  Protector	  perspective,	  the	  Opportunist	  perspective	  was	  shared	  mostly	  by	  industry	  and	  academia,	  landowners	  and	  agriculturalists	  primarily	  exude	  qualities	  related	  to	  a	  Skeptic’s	  perspective,	  and	  government	  representatives’	  perspective	  related	  most	  closely	  to	  that	  of	  a	  Supporter.	  	  The	  remaining	  perspective,	  the	  Decentralist,	  did	  not	  show	  any	  obvious	  trends	  towards	  being	  aligned	  with	  any	  specific	  sector.	  	  The	  interpretation	  of	  these	  perspectives	  provided	  unique	  pictures	  of	  the	  current	  governance	  processes	  that	  were	  further	  analysed	  against	  the	  academic	  literature	  and	  the	  recommendations	  set	  out	  in	  a	  number	  of	  recent	  reports	  commissioned	  by	  the	  government,	  Water	  Matters	  and	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  to	  provide	  an	  evaluation	  of	  the	  current	  Water	  for	  Life	  governance	  process	  in	  southern	  Alberta.	  	   The	  academic	  literature	  provided	  possible	  explanations	  for	  some	  of	  the	  trends	  that	  were	  highlighted	  in	  the	  five	  perspectives.	  	  Accountability	  was	  of	  low	  priority	  to	  the	  stakeholders,	  which	  has	  been	  described	  in	  the	  literature	  as	  a	  response	  to	  low	  perceived	  risk	  with	  respect	  to	  water	  resources	  (Taylor	  and	  de	  Loe	  2012).	  	  Stakeholders	  expressed	  confusion	  during	  the	  interviews	  as	  to	  what	  accountability	  means	  but	  it	  was	  agreed	  that	  the	  government	  does	  and	  should	  have	  ultimate	  accountability.	  	  However,	  some	  stakeholders	  wanted	  accountability	  to	  be	  shared	  among	  the	  partnerships,	  which	  is	  aligned	  with	  the	  literature	  where	  these	  sort	  of	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expectations	  have	  been	  observed	  in	  governance	  systems	  that	  are	  embedded	  in	  democratic	  political	  systems	  (Hahn	  2011).	  	  	  Access	  to	  appropriate	  and	  current	  data	  is	  recognized	  as	  a	  contributing	  factor	  to	  adaptable	  governance.	  	  The	  literature	  indicates	  that	  the	  natural	  and	  physical	  sciences	  are	  not	  sufficient	  for	  informed	  decision	  making;	  social	  science	  data	  and	  local	  knowledge	  are	  also	  required	  (Berkes,	  Colding,	  and	  Folke	  2000;	  Castro	  2007;	  Smith	  and	  Kelly	  2003).	  	  The	  results	  reported	  in	  this	  dissertation	  supports	  these	  findings;	  it	  was	  found	  that	  stakeholders	  value	  local	  knowledge	  and	  scientific	  data,	  especially	  when	  it	  is	  used	  to	  reduce	  stakeholder	  bias	  and	  prevent	  decision	  making	  that	  is	  based	  on	  emotions	  and	  personal	  agendas.	  	  	  The	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  indicated	  satisfaction	  with	  the	  current	  level	  of	  participation;	  however,	  concern	  over	  power	  struggles	  did	  emerge.	  	  Some	  perspectives	  indicated	  a	  weakness	  in	  the	  current	  governance	  system	  that	  allows	  some	  stakeholders	  to	  assert	  dominance	  at	  the	  governance	  table	  or	  bypass	  Water	  for	  Life	  completely	  and	  lobby	  politicians	  as	  they	  did	  in	  the	  past.	  	  This	  kind	  of	  power	  conflict	  has	  been	  discussed	  in	  the	  literature	  where	  pre-­‐existing	  power	  struggles	  remain	  even	  after	  the	  establishment	  of	  participatory	  governance	  (Perkins	  2011).	  	  It	  appears	  that	  this	  is	  occurring	  in	  Alberta	  as	  well.	  In	  the	  literature,	  the	  element	  of	  rule	  of	  law	  that	  is	  of	  most	  interest	  has	  been	  the	  establishment	  of	  boundaries.	  	  While	  it	  is	  common	  practice	  to	  use	  watershed	  boundaries,	  this	  has	  been	  problematic	  in	  some	  global	  regions	  (Ferreyra,	  de	  Loë,	  and	  Kreutzwiser	  2008).	  	  However,	  stakeholders	  in	  Alberta	  perceive	  the	  watershed	  boundaries	  established	  by	  Water	  for	  Life	  to	  be	  appropriate.	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Several	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  valued	  the	  fifth	  pillar,	  transparency.	  	  Transparency	  and	  the	  ability	  to	  understand	  the	  different	  views	  around	  the	  governance	  table	  were	  indicated	  as	  key	  to	  understanding	  the	  issues	  and	  finding	  solutions.	  	  Transparency	  allows	  multiple	  sides	  of	  a	  problem	  to	  be	  understood	  thereby	  promoting	  flexibility	  and	  negotiation.	  	  The	  literature	  supports	  these	  findings	  indicating	  that	  transparency	  enhances	  social	  learning	  and	  adaptability	  through	  the	  integration	  of	  science	  and	  local	  knowledge	  (Rist	  et	  al.	  2007).	  
7.1 Recommendations	  for	  Water	  Governance	  in	  Alberta	  	  Stakeholder	  perspectives	  provide	  insight	  into	  what	  can	  be	  done	  to	  maintain	  their	  engagement	  and	  satisfaction	  with	  the	  process,	  in	  turn	  providing	  direction	  as	  to	  how	  the	  current	  governance	  system	  can	  be	  improved.	  	  The	  results	  of	  this	  study	  provide	  an	  understanding	  of	  various	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  in	  southern	  Alberta	  and	  what	  aspects	  of	  good	  governance	  are	  most	  valued	  by	  them.	  	  The	  data	  demonstrated	  that	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  system	  in	  Alberta	  does	  embody	  all	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance;	  however,	  there	  is	  room	  for	  improvement.	  	  This	  section	  summarizes	  the	  perspectives	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  existing	  Water	  Matters,	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  and	  government	  commissioned	  reports	  and	  provides	  recommendations	  and	  considerations	  for	  improving	  the	  current	  governance	  system.	  While	  previous	  recommendations	  from	  recent	  reports	  suggested	  improvements	  in	  communication	  and	  collaboration	  be	  made	  between	  the	  partnerships	  and	  their	  member	  stakeholders	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008a;	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2011),	  the	  results	  of	  this	  study	  identified	  what	  aspects	  of	  communication	  and	  collaboration	  are	  most	  valued	  by	  the	  stakeholders.	  	  Generally,	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all	  perspectives	  valued	  governance	  as	  it	  allows	  all	  voices	  to	  be	  heard,	  and	  respect	  and	  understanding	  to	  be	  built	  between	  stakeholders.	  	  Consequently,	  concerns	  were	  expressed	  regarding	  the	  fact	  that	  some	  stakeholders	  negate	  the	  governance	  process	  by	  lobbying	  the	  government	  directly.	  	  Stakeholders	  also	  identified	  a	  lack	  of	  cohesion	  and	  coordination	  between	  some	  of	  the	  government	  ministries,	  specifically	  Alberta	  Environment	  and	  Sustainable	  Resource	  Development	  and	  Alberta	  Agriculture	  in	  how	  they	  participate	  in	  the	  governance	  processes.	  	  Many	  stakeholders	  indicated	  that	  some	  government	  departments	  have	  been	  unwilling	  to	  fully	  participate	  at	  the	  governance	  table,	  resulting	  in	  multiple	  stakeholder	  workshops	  being	  organized	  by	  various	  departments	  to	  discuss	  the	  same	  issues.	  	  As	  a	  consequence,	  some	  stakeholders	  question	  the	  value	  of	  the	  governance	  partnerships	  and	  their	  work.	  	  	  A	  concern	  over	  a	  lack	  of	  government	  action	  also	  causes	  stakeholders	  to	  question	  the	  value	  of	  the	  governance	  process	  and	  the	  role	  of	  government.	  	  Stakeholders	  value	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  partnerships	  and	  government	  but	  inconsistencies	  in	  the	  way	  the	  five	  perspectives	  perceive	  the	  role	  of	  government	  indicates	  that	  there	  is	  room	  for	  improving	  relationships	  and	  better	  defining	  expectations.	  	  The	  Opportunists	  and	  Supporters	  see	  that	  a	  positive	  relationship	  with	  government	  currently	  exists	  and	  needs	  to	  be	  maintained,	  while	  the	  Protectors	  and	  Decentralists	  consider	  the	  current	  relationship	  to	  be	  poor	  especially	  since	  the	  government	  is	  seen	  as	  not	  moving	  on	  recommendations.	  	  Generally	  the	  government	  is	  observed	  to	  not	  be	  upholding	  its	  leadership	  role	  and	  acting	  on	  recommendations	  from	  the	  partnerships	  or	  establishing	  formal	  authority	  to	  enforce	  stakeholder	  commitments.	  	  In	  response,	  discussion	  as	  to	  whether	  or	  not	  WPACs	  should	  assume	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an	  advocacy	  role	  is	  ongoing	  despite	  the	  fact	  that	  such	  a	  move	  would	  void	  the	  organization’s	  formal	  role	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	  	  Stakeholders	  desire	  tangible	  results	  and	  it	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  government	  respond	  in	  a	  timely	  fashion	  and	  improve	  transparency	  to	  better	  allow	  the	  partnerships	  to	  track	  progress	  on	  their	  own.	  The	  need	  for	  government	  action	  was	  also	  identified	  as	  a	  necessary	  part	  of	  building	  public	  and	  special	  interest	  group	  engagement.	  	  Although,	  all	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  indicated	  satisfaction	  with	  the	  current	  breadth	  of	  representation,	  it	  is	  acknowledged	  that	  special	  interest	  groups,	  the	  First	  Nations	  and	  the	  general	  public	  are	  not	  interested	  in	  participating	  in	  the	  partnerships.	  	  High	  value	  was	  placed	  by	  the	  perspectives	  on	  public	  participation,	  which	  has	  also	  been	  recognized	  in	  the	  government	  reports	  as	  an	  important	  piece	  in	  the	  governance	  process	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b;	  Government	  of	  Alberta	  2009a;	  University	  of	  California	  2007).	  	  The	  struggle	  to	  engage	  the	  public	  is	  ongoing.	  	  While	  the	  WPACs	  have	  formal	  responsibility	  for	  engaging	  the	  public,	  stakeholders	  believe	  that	  the	  partnerships	  alone	  do	  not	  have	  the	  resources	  to	  engage	  the	  public	  and	  call	  for	  the	  government	  to	  step	  in.	  Concerns	  regarding	  resources	  also	  affect	  the	  perception	  of	  adaptability.	  	  While	  adaptability	  was	  not	  generally	  a	  priority,	  stakeholders	  are	  concerned	  about	  securing	  resources	  for	  necessary	  monitoring	  and	  data	  collection	  projects.	  	  The	  importance	  of	  ongoing	  monitoring	  and	  the	  development	  of	  flexible	  plans	  to	  building	  adaptability	  have	  been	  stressed	  in	  various	  reports	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2008b;	  Donahue	  and	  Ko	  2012;	  University	  of	  California	  2007).	  	  However,	  the	  perspectives	  indicate	  uncertainty	  as	  to	  the	  availability	  of	  funding	  and	  the	  technical	  capacity	  to	  collect,	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manage	  and	  use	  data	  effectively.	  	  Stakeholders	  acknowledge	  that	  a	  secure	  and	  complete	  monitoring	  program	  is	  required	  to	  ensure	  that	  informed	  decision	  making	  can	  take	  place.	  
7.2 Contributions	  to	  the	  Academic	  Literature	  	  This	  study	  expands	  on	  a	  literature	  review	  compiled	  by	  Rob	  deLöe,	  which	  stressed	  that	  evaluations	  of	  governance	  need	  to	  consider	  more	  than	  just	  economic	  and	  environmental	  outcomes,	  but	  to	  include	  governance	  processes	  as	  well	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009).	  	  The	  results	  presented	  here	  offer	  an	  evaluation	  of	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  and	  describe	  five	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  of	  the	  processes	  involved.	  	  Previous	  reports	  published	  by	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  have	  focused	  on	  specific	  aspects	  such	  as	  communication	  (Alberta	  Water	  Council	  2011);	  however,	  this	  study	  is	  the	  first	  external	  evaluation	  of	  an	  established	  governance	  system	  to	  identify	  perspectives	  on	  the	  broader	  topic	  of	  good	  governance	  within	  the	  stakeholder	  population	  of	  southern	  Alberta.	  	  	  	   There	  is	  no	  accepted	  definition	  of	  good	  governance,	  nor	  are	  there	  accepted	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  (de	  Löe	  et	  al.	  2009;	  Lautze	  et	  al.	  2011).	  	  The	  literature	  review	  conducted	  as	  part	  of	  this	  thesis	  research	  suggested	  five	  pillars	  which	  have	  been	  repeatedly	  identified	  as	  leading	  to	  a	  system	  of	  good	  governance:	  accountability,	  adaptability,	  participation,	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  transparency.	  	  These	  pillars	  were	  then	  used	  as	  the	  foundation	  for	  the	  discussion	  of	  good	  governance	  in	  this	  thesis	  and	  then	  used	  to	  develop	  a	  more	  holistic	  evaluation	  of	  governance.	  	  Rather	  than	  evaluating	  a	  system	  based	  on	  a	  single	  element	  of	  good	  governance,	  this	  study	  used	  a	  unique	  
	  	   145	  
multidimensional	  approach,	  which	  had	  not	  been	  previously	  documented	  in	  the	  literature.	  	  The	  method	  selected	  to	  conduct	  the	  multidimensional	  evaluation	  of	  the	  governance	  system	  in	  Alberta	  was	  the	  Q-­‐method.	  	  In	  environmental	  management	  research,	  the	  use	  of	  the	  Q-­‐method	  has	  been	  gaining	  popularity.	  	  This	  project	  used	  the	  Q-­‐method	  to	  not	  only	  identify	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  on	  an	  established	  water	  governance	  system,	  but	  to	  also	  evaluate	  the	  system.	  	  It	  provided	  a	  way	  to	  successfully	  evaluate	  governance	  using	  a	  combined	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  approach.	  	  This	  contributes	  to	  the	  existing	  knowledge	  regarding	  Q-­‐method	  applications	  in	  governance	  research.	  The	  use	  of	  the	  Q-­‐method	  exposed	  stakeholder	  perspectives	  in	  Alberta	  and	  contributes	  a	  new	  understanding	  of	  how	  individuals	  who	  are	  engaged	  in	  water	  governance	  perceive	  the	  processes	  used	  in	  decision	  making.	  	  The	  existing	  literature	  indicates	  that	  perspectives	  are	  not	  necessarily	  synonymous	  with	  sector	  and	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  balanced	  representation,	  perspectives	  should	  be	  identified	  and	  used	  to	  identify	  stakeholders	  (Cuppen	  2011).	  	  However,	  the	  results	  from	  this	  study	  suggested	  that	  perspectives	  of	  governance	  are	  associated	  with	  specific	  sectors.	  	  This	  may	  indicate	  that	  in	  the	  case	  of	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta,	  representation	  by	  sector	  is	  appropriate.	  
7.3 Future	  Research	  Opportunities	  and	  Considerations	  	  The	  results	  from	  this	  study	  exposed	  differences	  in	  values	  and	  perceptions	  between	  the	  stakeholder	  groups	  participating	  in	  the	  WPACs,	  AWC,	  and	  WSGs.	  	  The	  success	  of	  Water	  for	  Life	  depends	  upon	  governance	  and	  stakeholder	  engagement.	  	  The	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perspective	  interpretations	  may	  serve	  as	  information	  to	  inform	  further	  exploration	  into	  improving	  relationships	  and	  collaboration	  between	  the	  partnerships	  including	  government.	  	  The	  results	  of	  this	  study	  provide	  only	  a	  surface	  glance	  at	  the	  water	  governance	  process	  and	  there	  is	  much	  room	  to	  delve	  deeper	  into	  the	  Q-­‐method,	  understanding	  the	  pillars	  of	  good	  governance	  and	  the	  perspectives	  within	  southern	  Alberta.	  Some	  challenges	  were	  experienced	  when	  using	  the	  Q-­‐method.	  	  Giving	  instruction	  remotely	  for	  an	  online	  Q-­‐sort	  was	  difficult.	  	  Some	  participants	  did	  not	  clearly	  understand	  how	  to	  sort	  the	  statements	  and	  became	  frustrated	  with	  the	  forced	  distribution,	  as	  they	  were	  limited	  to	  ranking	  only	  two	  statements	  at	  the	  extremes.	  	  It	  was	  indicated	  that	  for	  this	  reason,	  two	  participants	  withdrew	  from	  the	  study.	  	  How	  instructions	  for	  the	  Q-­‐sort	  are	  delivered	  is	  very	  important	  and	  requires	  careful	  consideration.	  	  	  It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  note	  that	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  Q-­‐method	  does	  not	  permit	  the	  results	  to	  be	  translated	  to	  the	  general	  population	  as	  a	  distribution.	  	  Nor	  do	  the	  results	  provide	  a	  complete	  understanding	  of	  a	  situation.	  	  Rather,	  the	  perspectives	  provide	  surface	  level	  insight	  and	  set	  the	  groundwork	  for	  further	  exploration	  and	  consideration	  in	  the	  development	  of	  research	  and	  policy.	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Appendix	  One:	  Interview	  Guide	  
	  The	  purpose	  of	  the	  interviews	  is	  to	  collect	  stakeholder	  opinions	  regarding	  governance	  in	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  River	  Basin.	  	  Prior	  to	  beginning	  the	  interview,	  briefly	  explain	  to	  the	  interviewee	  that	  I	  am	  interested	  in	  understanding	  how	  those	  who	  are	  engaged	  in	  water	  governance	  perceive	  the	  following:	  	  
• the	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  water	  governance	  processes	  under	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  Strategy	  and	  the	  Water	  Act,	  1999	  and	  specifically	  with	  the	  planning	  processes	  undertaken	  by	  the	  Water	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Councils	  ,	  
• the	  transition	  to	  the	  governance	  structures	  under	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  (LUF)	  and	  the	  Alberta	  Land	  Stewardship	  Act	  (ALSA)	  and	  the	  planning	  processes	  under	  the	  Regional	  Advisory	  Councils	  (RAC);	  and	  
• the	  new	  governance	  structures	  under	  ALSA	  and	  LUF.	  	  	  The	  following	  topics	  and	  questions	  will	  be	  used	  to	  guide	  discussion.	  	  
1. Current	  Governance	  Process	  
1.1. What	  is	  your	  role	  in	  [name	  of	  organization]?	  
1.2. What	  is	  the	  expected	  role	  of	  [name	  of	  organization]	  in	  water	  management?	  	  Is	  this	  different	  from	  the	  actual	  role	  [name	  of	  organization]	  plays?	  
1.3. What	  does	  “good	  governance”	  mean	  to	  you?	  	  
2. Criteria	  for	  Good	  Governance	  
2.1. Transparency	  2.1.1. Could	  you	  please	  define	  or	  describe	  what	  transparent	  water	  governance	  means	  to	  you?	  	  
Explain	  the	  definition	  I	  will	  be	  using	  to	  describe	  transparent	  water	  governance.	  
	  2.1.2. Is	  transparency	  an	  element	  of	  good	  governance?	  2.1.3. Based	  on	  your	  own	  experience	  as	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WPAC/WSG/AWC	  could	  you	  please	  discuss	  transparency	  within	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  2.1.4. Do	  you	  think	  the	  establishment	  of	  Regional	  Advisory	  Council	  and	  the	  development	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  were	  conducted	  in	  a	  transparent	  manner?	  	  2.1.5. Do	  you	  think	  the	  transition	  from	  the	  WPAC	  processes	  to	  the	  RAC	  processes	  took	  place	  in	  a	  transparent	  manner?	  2.1.6. Do	  you	  think	  that	  new	  governance	  structures	  under	  ALSA	  and	  LUF	  are	  more	  or	  less	  transparent	  than	  the	  old	  structures	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  	  
2.2. Accountability	  2.2.1. Could	  you	  please	  define	  or	  describe	  what	  accountable	  water	  governance	  means	  to	  you?	  	  
Explain	  the	  definition	  I	  will	  be	  using	  to	  describe	  accountable	  water	  governance.	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2.2.2. Is	  accountability	  an	  element	  of	  good	  governance?	  2.2.3. Based	  on	  your	  own	  experience	  as	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WPAC/WSG/AWC	  could	  you	  please	  discuss	  accountability	  within	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  2.2.4. Do	  you	  think	  the	  establishment	  of	  Regional	  Advisory	  Council	  and	  the	  development	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  were	  conducted	  in	  an	  accountable	  manner?	  	  2.2.5. Do	  you	  think	  the	  transition	  from	  the	  WPAC	  processes	  to	  the	  RAC	  processes	  took	  place	  in	  an	  accountable	  manner?	  2.2.6. Do	  you	  think	  that	  new	  governance	  structures	  under	  ALSA	  and	  LUF	  are	  more	  or	  less	  accountable	  than	  the	  old	  structures	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  	  
2.3. Adaptability	  2.3.1. Could	  you	  please	  define	  or	  describe	  what	  adaptable	  water	  governance	  means	  to	  you?	  	  
Explain	  the	  definition	  I	  will	  be	  using	  to	  describe	  adaptable	  water	  governance.	  
	  2.3.2. Is	  adaptability	  an	  element	  of	  good	  governance?	  2.3.3. Based	  on	  your	  own	  experience	  as	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WPAC/WSG/AWC	  could	  you	  please	  discuss	  adaptability	  within	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  2.3.4. Do	  you	  think	  that	  new	  governance	  structures	  under	  ALSA	  and	  LUF	  provide	  greater	  adaptability	  than	  the	  old	  structures	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  	  
2.4. Participation	  2.4.1. Could	  you	  please	  define	  or	  describe	  what	  participatory	  water	  governance	  means	  to	  you?	  	  
Explain	  the	  definition	  I	  will	  be	  using	  to	  describe	  participatory	  water	  governance.	  
	  2.4.2. Is	  participation	  an	  element	  of	  good	  governance?	  2.4.3. Based	  on	  your	  own	  experience	  as	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WPAC/WSG/AWC	  could	  you	  please	  discuss	  the	  level	  of	  participation	  within	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  2.4.4. Do	  you	  think	  the	  establishment	  of	  Regional	  Advisory	  Council	  and	  the	  development	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  were	  conducted	  in	  a	  participatory	  manner?	  2.4.5. Do	  you	  think	  the	  transition	  from	  the	  WPAC	  processes	  to	  the	  RAC	  processes	  took	  place	  in	  a	  participatory	  manner?	  	  2.4.6. Do	  you	  think	  that	  new	  governance	  structures	  under	  ALSA	  and	  LUF	  are	  more	  or	  less	  conducive	  to	  a	  participatory	  approach	  than	  the	  old	  structures	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy?	  	  
2.5. Following	  the	  Rule	  of	  Law	  2.5.1. Could	  you	  please	  define	  or	  describe	  what	  it	  means	  for	  water	  governance	  to	  follow	  the	  rule	  of	  law?	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Explain	  the	  definition	  I	  will	  be	  using	  to	  describe	  following	  the	  rule	  of	  law.	  
	  2.5.2. Is	  following	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  an	  element	  of	  good	  governance?	  2.5.3. Based	  on	  your	  own	  experience	  as	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WPAC/WSG/AWC	  could	  you	  please	  discuss	  how	  water	  governance	  in	  Alberta	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  strategy	  follows	  the	  rule	  of	  law?	  2.5.4. Do	  you	  think	  the	  establishment	  of	  Regional	  Advisory	  Council	  and	  the	  development	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  followed	  the	  rule	  of	  law?	  	  2.5.5. Do	  you	  think	  that	  new	  governance	  structures	  under	  ALSA	  and	  LUF	  follow	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  to	  a	  larger	  or	  lesser	  extent	  than	  under	  the	  Water	  Act	  and	  the	  Water	  for	  Life	  Strategy?	  	  
3. Land-­‐use	  Framework	  
3.1. How	  will	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework	  affect	  effective	  water	  governance	  in	  southern	  Alberta?	  
3.2. Will	  the	  current	  water	  governance	  system	  be	  able	  to	  survive	  the	  transition	  to	  the	  Land-­‐use	  Framework?	  
3.3. How	  has	  the	  development	  of	  the	  South	  Saskatchewan	  Regional	  Plan	  addressed	  the	  eventual	  integration	  of	  current	  water	  management	  and	  planning	  processes?	  
3.4. Has	  enough	  been	  done	  to	  prepare	  for	  the	  transition?	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Appendix	  Two:	  Post-­‐sort	  Questionnaire	  	  Water	  Governance	  in	  Alberta:	  Questionnaire	  
All	  questions	  are	  optional.	  
	  1.	  I	  am	  currently	  a	  member	  of:	  	  	  	  	  a	  Watershed	  Stewardship	  Group	  (WSG),	  	  	  	  	  a	  Watershed	  Planning	  and	  Advisory	  Council	  (WPAC)	  	  	  	  	  the	  Alberta	  Water	  Council	  (AWC)	  	  	  	  	  or	  a	  former	  member	  of	  a	  WSG,	  WPAC,	  or	  AWC	  	  	  	  	  	  2.	  If	  you	  are	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WSG	  or	  WPAC,	  please	  specify.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3.	  As	  a	  member	  of	  a	  WSG,	  WPAC,	  or	  the	  AWC,	  the	  sector	  I	  primarily	  represent	  is:	  	  	  	  Industry	  	  Agriculture	  	  Environmental	  NGO	  	  Social	  NGO	  	  Academia	  /	  Scientific	  Research	  	  	  	  	  Municipality	  	  	  	  	  Provincial	  Government	  	  	  	  	  Health	  	  	  	  	  Other	  	  (Specify):	  	  4.	  If	  you	  selected	  industry,	  agriculture,	  NGO,	  or	  other	  in	  the	  previous	  question,	  please	  specify.	  (i.e.	  oil	  &	  gas,	  hydropower,	  forestry,	  ranching,	  cropping,	  wetlands,	  fish,	  ducks,	  women,	  etc.)	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5.	  Although	  you	  may	  sit	  as	  a	  representative	  for	  a	  specific	  sector,	  please	  list	  any	  other	  sectors	  that	  you	  are	  directly	  involved	  in.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  6.	  Reflecting	  on	  your	  sort,	  please	  explain	  why	  you	  “most	  strongly	  agreed”	  with	  the	  statements	  you	  placed	  in	  that	  category.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7.	  Please	  explain	  why	  you	  “most	  strongly	  disagreed”	  with	  the	  statements	  you	  placed	  in	  that	  category.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8.	  Reviewing	  the	  statements	  that	  you	  placed	  in	  the	  “uncertain”	  category,	  why	  were	  you	  uncertain	  about	  those	  statements?	  	  	  	  	  	  	  9.	  Did	  you	  find	  the	  sort	  difficult?	  If	  so,	  why?	  	  	  10.	  Other	  comments?	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Appendix	  Three:	  Factor	  Arrays	  	  
Table	  A3.1:	  Factor	  A	  array	  
#	   Statement	   Ranking	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   -­‐4	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   -­‐4	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	   -­‐3	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   -­‐3	  36	   It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	   -­‐3	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   -­‐2	  15	   We've	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	   -­‐2	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	   -­‐2	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   -­‐2	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	   -­‐2	  1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   -­‐1	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐1	  11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	   -­‐1	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   -­‐1	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   -­‐1	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	   -­‐1	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	   0	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   0	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	   0	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	   0	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   0	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   0	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   0	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	   0	  2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	   1	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	   1	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   1	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	   1	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	   1	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	   1	  3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	   2	  14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	   2	  16	   With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.	   2	  24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   2	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   2	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   3	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   3	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   3	  28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   4	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	   4	  Variance	   4.25	  Standard	  Deviation	   2.062	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Table	  A3.2:	  Factor	  B	  array	  
#	   Statement	   Ranking	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	   -­‐4	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	   -­‐4	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   -­‐3	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	   -­‐3	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	   -­‐3	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	   -­‐2	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   -­‐2	  24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   -­‐2	  28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   -­‐2	  36	   It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	   -­‐2	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   -­‐1	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐1	  14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	   -­‐1	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	   -­‐1	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   -­‐1	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   -­‐1	  3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	   0	  15	   We've	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	   0	  16	   With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.	   0	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   0	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	   0	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   0	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   0	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   0	  1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   1	  2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	   1	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   1	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   1	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   1	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	   1	  11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	   2	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	   2	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   2	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	   2	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	   2	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	   3	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   3	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	   3	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   4	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   4	  Variance	   4.25	  Standard	  Deviation	   2.062	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Table	  A3.3:	  Factor	  D	  array	  
#	   Statement	   Ranking	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐4	  15	   We've	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	   -­‐4	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   -­‐3	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   -­‐3	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	   -­‐3	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	   -­‐2	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   -­‐2	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   -­‐2	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   -­‐2	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	   -­‐2	  3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	   -­‐1	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	   -­‐1	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	   -­‐1	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   -­‐1	  28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   -­‐1	  36	   It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	   -­‐1	  1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   0	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	   0	  11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	   0	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   0	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	   0	  24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   0	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   0	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	   0	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   1	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	   1	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	   1	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   1	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   1	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	   1	  2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	   2	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	   2	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   2	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   2	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   2	  14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	   3	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   3	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	   3	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   4	  16	   With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.	   4	  Variance	   4.25	  Standard	  Deviation	   2.062	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Table	  A3.4:	  Factor	  E	  array	  
#	   Statement	   Ranking	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	   -­‐4	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	   -­‐4	  1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   -­‐3	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	   -­‐3	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   -­‐3	  2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	   -­‐2	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   -­‐2	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   -­‐2	  28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   -­‐2	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	   -­‐2	  3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	   -­‐1	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   -­‐1	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   -­‐1	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   -­‐1	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   -­‐1	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   -­‐1	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	   0	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	   0	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	   0	  24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   0	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	   0	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   0	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	   0	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	   0	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   1	  14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	   1	  15	   We've	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	   1	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	   1	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	   1	  36	   It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	   1	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   2	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   2	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	   2	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   2	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   2	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   3	  11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	   3	  16	   With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.	   3	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   4	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   4	  Variance	   4.25	  Standard	  Deviation	   2.062	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Table	  A3.5:	  Factor	  G	  array	  
#	   Statement	   Ranking	  19	   It's	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  our	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.	   -­‐4	  23	   We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don't	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hands	  that	  give	  you	  money.	   -­‐4	  8	   The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  social	  groups.	   -­‐3	  18	   I	  don't	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.	   -­‐3	  37	   Everybody's	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  of	  the	  law.	   -­‐3	  2	   We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.	   -­‐2	  4	   Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won't	  happen.	   -­‐2	  10	   Water	  for	  Life	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved	  in	  water	  management.	   -­‐2	  12	   The	  public	  isn't	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.	   -­‐2	  25	   Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.	   -­‐2	  11	   The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it	  is	  going	  to	  be	  OK.	   -­‐1	  14	   I'm	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.	   -­‐1	  15	   We've	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.	   -­‐1	  24	   There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  happening	  in	  government	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.	   -­‐1	  27	   I	  don't	  think	  currently	  we're	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions.	   -­‐1	  34	   Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.	   -­‐1	  5	   I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.	   0	  7	   All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.	   0	  9	   Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.	   0	  21	   Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.	   0	  22	   The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.	   0	  26	   We've	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.	   0	  32	   The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.	   0	  36	   It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.	   0	  3	   I	  think	  water	  governance	  and	  the	  overarching	  political	  structure	  are	  two	  systems	  running	  parallel,	  neither	  affecting	  the	  other.	   1	  20	   It's	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.	   1	  29	   Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.	   1	  35	   There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.	   1	  38	   There's	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.	   1	  40	   Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.	   1	  6	   You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout.	   2	  13	   The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	   2	  30	   We're	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.	   2	  31	   I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.	   2	  39	   Collaborative	  governance	  doesn't	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.	   2	  17	   The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.	   3	  28	   Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  considerations	  over	  environmental	  sustainability.	   3	  33	   There's	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.	   3	  1	   We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.	   4	  16	   With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.	   4	  Variance	   4.25	  Standard	  Deviation	   2.062	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Appendix	  Four:	  Factor	  Crib	  Notes	  	   	  
Significant	  Loadings	  (from	  rotated	  factors	  table)	  	  ENGO	  –	  aquatic	  ecosystems	  (OWC)	  	   ENGO	  (WSG)	  	   Public	  -­‐	  environmental	  (BRBC,	  WSG,	  AWC)	  	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	  (OWC)	  	   ENGO	  –	  fish	  (OWC,	  WSG)	  	   ENGO	  –	  wilderness	  &	  Wildlife	  (OWC,	  SEAWA,	  RDRWA)	  	  
Key	  Q-­‐statements	  (extracted	  from	  factor	  array	  Table	  A3.1)	  Statements	  ranked	  +4:	  28	  (Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  goals	  rather	  than	  environmental	  sustainability.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  integration	  39	  (Collaborative	  governance	  doesn’t	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  -­‐	  collaboration	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  positively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  8	  (The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  groups)	  Participation	  –	  inclusivity/exclusion	  9	  (Decisions	  are	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  on	  scientific	  basis.)	  Accountability	  –	  science	  based	  decision	  making	  24	  (There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.)	  Transparency	  –	  coordination	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships	  27	  (I	  don’t	  think	  currently	  we’re	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions)	  Adaptability	  –	  coping	  with	  change	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  negatively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  7	  (All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.)	  Transparency	  –	  information	  sharing	  22	  (The	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  government	  commitment	  29	  (Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.)	  Transparency	  –	  information	  sharing	  with	  public	  32	  (The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.)	  Adaptability	  –	  availability	  of	  data	  34	  (Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.)	  Participation	  -­‐	  commitment	  35	  (There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.)	  Transparency	  –	  coordination	  between	  partnerships	  36	  (It	  is	  obvious	  where	  accountability	  lies	  in	  Water	  for	  Life.)	  Accountability	  –	  clear	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  40	  (Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.)	  Participation	  -­‐	  inclusivity	  	  Statements	  ranked	  -­‐4:	  13	  (The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflict.)	  Adaptability	  –	  conflict	  resolution	  17	  (The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  government	  commitment 	  Distinguishing	  statements:	  (from	  Table	  5.5)	  4	  (Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won’t	  happen.)Participation	  -­‐	  decentralization	  8	  (The	  way	  things	  are	  set	  up	  limits	  the	  representation	  of	  some	  groups)	  Participation	  –	  inclusivity/exclusion	  13	  (The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflict.)	  Adaptability	  –	  conflict	  resolution	  17	  (The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  government	  commitment 24	  (There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.)	  Transaparency	  –	  coordination	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships	  27	  (I	  don’t	  think	  currently	  we’re	  well	  equipped	  to	  adapt	  to	  changing	  conditions)	  Adaptability	  –	  coping	  with	  change	  28	  (Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  goals	  rather	  than	  environmental	  sustainability.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  integration	  32	  (The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.)	  Adaptability	  –	  availability	  of	  data	  35	  (There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.)	  Transparency	  -­‐	  coordination	  37	  (Everybody’s	  kind	  of	  bumped	  along	  in	  their	  own	  way	  without	  having	  a	  framework,	  often	  working	  outside	  the	  law.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  supporting	  legislation	  
	   	  Continued	  next	  page.	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High	  priority	  statements:	  (statement	  #,	  rank,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Adaptability	  	  	   (13,	  -­‐4,	  can	  resolve	  conflicts)	  (27,	  +3,	  not	  able	  to	  adapt)	  (28,	  +4,	  decisions	  favour	  economy	  over	  environment)	  	  Accountability	  	  (20,	  +3,	  role	  not	  clear)	  	  (36,	  -­‐3,	  accountability	  is	  obvious)	  Participation	  	  	  (4,	  +3,	  bureaucracy	  has	  too	  much	  power)	  Transparency	  	  (23,	  -­‐3,	  careful	  what	  to	  say	  don’t	  want	  to	  bit	  the	  hand	  that	  gives	  you	  money)	  	  (35,	  -­‐3,	  good	  coordination	  between	  partnerships)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  	  (17,	  -­‐4,	  government	  upholds	  leadership	  role)	  (39,	  +4,	  collaborative	  governance	  doesn’t	  always	  work)	  	  Low	  priority	  statements	  –	  Ranked	  0:	  (statement	  #,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Accountability	   (21,	  gives	  locals	  responsibility	  to	  stay	  on	  the	  issues)	  Adaptability	   N/A	  Participation	   (6,	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout)	  (8,	  set	  up	  limits	  representation	  from	  some	  groups)	  (10,	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved)	  Rule	  of	  Law	   (37,	  working	  without	  a	  framework	  and	  outside	  the	  law)	  Transparency	   (18,	  don’t	  know	  if	  government	  respects	  us)	  (29,	  improving	  public	  knowledge)	  (38,	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government)	  
Figure	  A4.1:	  	  Factor	  A	  Crib	  Notes	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Significant	  Loadings	  (from	  rotated	  factors	  table)	  	   Industry	  –	  Oil	  &	  Gas	  (RDWA)	  	   Academia	  -­‐	  ecology	  (OWC)	  	   Industry	  –	  environmental	  consulting	  (SEAWA)	  
	  
Key	  Q-­‐statements	  (extracted	  from	  factor	  array	  Table	  A3.2)	  Statements	  ranked	  +4:	  12	  (The	  public	  isn’t	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.)	  Participation	  –	  inclusivity	  21	  (Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  and	  wherewithal	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.)	  Accountability	  -­‐	  responsibilities	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  positively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  6	  (You	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout)	  Participation	  -­‐	  duration	  34	  (Everyone	  that	  comes	  to	  the	  table	  has	  interest	  in	  trying	  to	  make	  things	  better.)	  Participation	  -­‐	  commitment	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  negatively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  16	  (With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  appropriate	  scale	  24	  (There	  is	  an	  internal	  process	  that	  seems	  to	  be	  running	  contrary	  to	  the	  public	  governance	  process.)	  Transparency	  –	  coordination	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships	  31	  (I	  develop	  an	  understanding	  of	  all	  the	  different	  views	  at	  the	  table.)	  Adaptability	  –	  social	  learning	  	  Statements	  ranked	  -­‐4:	  23	  (We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don’t	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hand	  that	  gives	  us	  money.)	  Transparency	  –	  open	  communication	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships	  25	  (Support	  from	  the	  government	  is	  sketchy.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  government	  support	  	  Distinguishing	  statements:	  (from	  Table	  5.5)	  12	  (The	  public	  isn’t	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.)	  Participation	  –	  inclusivity	  13	  (The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflict.)	  Adaptability	  –	  conflict	  resolution	  17	  (The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  government	  commitment 
	  High	  priority	  statements:	  (statement	  #,	  rank,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Adaptability	  	  N/A	  Accountability	  	  (9,	  -­‐3,	  decisions	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  science)	  (20,	  +3,	  not	  clear	  what	  role	  is)	  (21,	  +4,	  gives	  locals	  responsibility	  to	  stay	  on	  the	  issues)	  Transparency	  	  (23,	  -­‐4,	  careful	  what	  to	  say	  don’t	  want	  to	  bit	  the	  hand	  that	  gives	  you	  money)	  (38,	  -­‐3,	  poor	  trust	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships)	  Participation	  	  (6,	  +3,	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout)	  (8,	  -­‐3,	  set	  up	  limits	  representation	  from	  some	  groups)	  (12,	  +4,	  public	  not	  engaged	  enough)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  	  (25,	  -­‐4,	  support	  from	  government	  is	  sketchy)	  (39,	  +3,	  collaborative	  governance	  doesn’t	  always	  work)	  	  Low	  priority	  statements	  –	  Ranked	  0:	  (statement	  #,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Accountability	   (15,	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  public)	  (19,	  some	  sectors	  not	  participating)	  Adaptability	   (27,	  not	  able	  to	  adapt)	  (32,	  hard	  data	  is	  available)	  Participation	   N/A	  Rule	  of	  Law	   (3,	  governance	  and	  overarching	  structure	  not	  compatible)	  (16,	  dividing	  province	  into	  watersheds	  was	  best)	  (17,	  government	  upholds	  leadership	  role)	  (37,	  working	  without	  a	  framework	  and	  outside	  the	  law)	  Transparency	   N/A	  
Figure	  A4.2:	  	  Factor	  B	  Crib	  Notes	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Significant	  Loadings	  (from	  rotated	  factors	  table)	  Industry	  –	  Environmental	  Management	  (BRBC)	  Research/Academia	  (AWC)	  ENGO	  –	  Recreation	  (SEAWA)	  
	  
Key	  Q-­‐statements	  (extracted	  from	  factor	  array	  Table	  A3.3)	  Statements	  ranked	  +4:	  4	  (Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won’t	  happen.)Participation	  -­‐	  decentralization	  	  16	  (With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  appropriate	  scale	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  positively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  2	  (We	  run	  the	  risk	  of	  the	  work	  we	  do	  becoming	  irrelevant	  by	  the	  time	  we	  complete	  it.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  timeliness	  14	  (I’m	  not	  sure	  how	  long	  the	  whole	  thing	  can	  keep	  going	  if	  the	  recommendations	  are	  not	  moving	  forward.)	  Accountability	  –	  government	  responsiveness	  to	  partnerships	  18	  (I	  don’t	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.)	  Transparency	  –	  cooperation	  40	  (Everyone	  who	  is	  affected	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate.)	  Participation	  –	  inclusivity	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  negatively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  21	  (Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  and	  wherewithal	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.)	  Accountability	  -­‐	  responsibilities	  30	  (We’re	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  flexibility	  33	  (There’s	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  supporting	  legislation,	  participation	  39	  (Collaborative	  governance	  doesn’t	  work	  for	  all	  water	  related	  issues.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  -­‐	  collaboration	  	  Statements	  ranked	  -­‐4:	  5	  (I	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  represent	  the	  different	  views	  found	  in	  my	  group.)	  Participation	  -­‐	  inclusivity	  15	  (We’ve	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.)	  Accountability	  -­‐	  legitimacy	  	  Distinguishing	  statements:	  (from	  Table	  5.5)	  4	  (Without	  a	  greater	  release	  of	  power	  from	  the	  bureaucracy	  to	  the	  partnerships,	  change	  won’t	  happen.)Participation	  -­‐	  decentralization	  	  
5 (I find it difficult to represent the different views found in my group.) Participation - inclusivity	  	  17	  (The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  government	  commitment 21	  (Water	  for	  Life	  gives	  locals	  the	  responsibility	  and	  wherewithal	  to	  keep	  on	  the	  issues.)	  Accountability	  -­‐	  responsibilities	  26	  (We’ve	  gotten	  away	  from	  experimenting	  with	  solutions.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  experimentation	  	  High	  priority	  statements:	  (statement	  #,	  rank,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Adaptability	  	  (26,	  +3,	  not	  experimenting	  with	  solutions)	  Accountability	  	  (14,	  +3,	  recommendations	  not	  moving	  forward)	  (15,	  -­‐4,	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  public)	  Transparency	  	   N/A	  Participation	  	  (4,	  +4,	  bureaucracy	  has	  too	  much	  power)	  (5,	  -­‐4,	  difficult	  to	  represent	  all	  the	  views	  in	  my	  group)	  (8,	  -­‐3,	  set	  up	  limits	  representation	  from	  some	  groups)	  (40,	  +3,	  everyone	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  	  (16,	  +4,	  dividing	  province	  into	  watersheds	  was	  best	  (37,	  -­‐3,	  working	  without	  a	  framework	  and	  outside	  the	  law	  (39,	  -­‐3,	  collaborative	  governance	  doesn’t	  always	  work)	  	  Continued	  next	  page.	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Low	  priority	  statements	  –	  Ranked	  0:	  (statement	  #,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Accountability	   (9,	  decisions	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  science)	  (11,	  government	  can	  feel	  confident	  in	  new	  policy	  because	  people	  have	  agreed	  on	  it	  before	  hand)	  Adaptability	   (13,	  can	  resolve	  conflicts)	  Participation	   N/A	  Rule	  of	  Law	   (22,	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships)	  Transparency	   (1,	  completely	  open	  discussions)	  	   	   (24,	  conflicting	  internal	  government	  process)	  	   	   (35,	  good	  coordination	  between	  partnerships)	  	   	   	   (38,	  poor	  trust	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships)	  	  
Figure	  A4.3:	  	  Factor	  D	  Crib	  Notes	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Significant	  Loadings	  (from	  rotated	  factors	  table)	  	   Industry	  –	  Irrigation/Public	  (OWC)	  	   Industry	  –	  Ranching	  (WSG)	  
	  
Key	  Q-­‐statements	  (extracted	  from	  factor	  array	  Table	  A3.4)	  Statements	  ranked	  +4:	  29	  (Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.)	  Transparency	  –	  information	  sharing	  with	  public	  32	  (The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.)	  Adaptability	  –	  availability	  of	  data	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  positively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  7	  (All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.)	  Transparency	  –	  information	  sharing	  11	  (The	  government	  can	  feel	  more	  assured	  in	  implementing	  policy	  because	  even	  those	  who	  may	  be	  negatively	  affected	  by	  it	  have	  agreed	  that	  it’s	  going	  to	  be	  OK.)	  Accountability	  –	  checks	  and	  balances	  15	  (We’ve	  got	  good	  buy-­‐in	  from	  the	  public.)	  Accountability	  -­‐	  legitimacy	  23	  (We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don’t	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hand	  that	  gives	  us	  money.)	  Transparency	  –	  open	  communication	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships	  35	  (There	  is	  good	  coordination	  between	  the	  partnerships.)	  Transparency	  -­‐	  coordination	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  negatively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  1	  (We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.)	  Transparency	  –	  open	  communication	  between	  stakeholders	  12	  (The	  public	  isn’t	  as	  engaged	  as	  they	  need	  to	  be.)	  Participation	  –	  inclusivity	  20	  (It’s	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.)	  Accountability	  –	  clear	  roles	  	  Statements	  ranked	  -­‐4:	  18	  (I	  don’t	  know	  if	  the	  government	  respects	  us.)	  Transparency	  –	  cooperation	  38	  (There’s	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government.)	  Transparency	  –	  resource	  sharing	  	  Distinguishing	  statements:	  (from	  Table	  5.5)	  7	  (All	  partners	  share	  their	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources.)	  Transparency	  –	  information	  sharing	  20	  (It’s	  not	  always	  clear	  what	  our	  role	  is.)	  Accountability	  –	  clear	  roles	  29	  (Water	  for	  Life	  is	  improving	  public	  knowledge	  about	  water.)	  Transparency	  –	  information	  sharing	  with	  public	  32	  (The	  hard	  data	  is	  available	  for	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  water	  issues.)	  Adaptability	  –	  availability	  of	  data	  	  High	  priority	  statements:	  (statement	  #,	  rank,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Adaptability	  	  	  (32,	  +4,	  hard	  data	  is	  available)	  Accountability	  	  (9,	  -­‐3,	  decisions	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  science)	  (11,	  +3,	  government	  can	  feel	  confident	  in	  new	  policy	  because	  people	  have	  agreed	  on	  it	  before	  hand)	  Transparency	  	  (1,	  -­‐3,	  completely	  open	  discussions)	  (7,	  +3,	  all	  partners	  share	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources)	  (18,	  -­‐4,	  don’t	  know	  if	  government	  respects	  us)	  (29,	  +4,	  improving	  public	  knowledge)	  (38,	  -­‐4,	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  trust	  between	  us	  and	  the	  government)	  Participation	  	  (12,	  -­‐3,	  public	  not	  engaged	  enough)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  	  (16,	  +3,	  dividing	  province	  into	  watersheds	  was	  best)	  	  Low	  priority	  statements	  –	  Ranked	  0:	  (statement	  #,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Accountability	   N/A	  Adaptability	   (26,	  not	  experimenting	  with	  solutions)	  Participation	   (6,	  end	  up	  with	  volunteer	  burnout)	  (10,	  oversimplifies	  who	  is	  involved)	  (40,	  everyone	  has	  an	  opportunity	  to	  participate)	  Rule	  of	  Law	   (25,	  support	  from	  government	  is	  sketchy)	  (33,	  no	  law	  to	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work)	  Transparency	   (23,	  careful	  what	  to	  say	  don’t	  want	  to	  bit	  the	  hand	  that	  gives	  you	  money)	  (24,	  conflicting	  internal	  government	  process)	  
Figure	  A4.4:	  	  Factor	  E	  Crib	  Notes	  
	  	   168	  	  
Significant	  Loadings	  (from	  rotated	  factors	  table)	  	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	  (MRWCC)	  	   Provincial/Municipal	  Government	  (OWC)	  	   ENGO	  (OWC,	  WSG)	  
	  
Key	  Q-­‐statements	  (extracted	  from	  factor	  array	  Table	  A3.5)	  Statement	  ranked	  +4:	  1	  (We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.)	  Transparency	  –	  open	  communication	  between	  stakeholders	  16	  (With	  Water	  for	  Life,	  dividing	  the	  province	  into	  the	  different	  watersheds	  was	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  appropriate	  scale	  	  Statement	  ranked	  more	  positively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  13	  (The	  mechanisms	  are	  in	  place	  to	  resolve	  conflict.)	  Adaptability	  –	  conflict	  resolution	  17	  (The	  government	  upholds	  its	  leadership	  role.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  government	  commitment 30	  (We’re	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  flexibility	  33	  (There’s	  nothing	  in	  the	  law	  to	  encourage	  or	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work.)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  –	  supporting	  legislation,	  participation	  	  Statements	  ranked	  more	  negatively	  than	  in	  other	  factor	  arrays:	  	   N/A	  	  Statements	  ranked	  -­‐4:	  19	  (It’s	  difficult	  for	  us	  to	  do	  out	  job	  when	  some	  sectors	  choose	  not	  to	  participate.)	  Accountability	  –	  responsiveness,	  participation	  23	  (We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  what	  we	  say	  because	  we	  don’t	  want	  to	  bite	  the	  hand	  that	  gives	  us	  money.)	  Transparency	  –	  open	  communication	  between	  government	  and	  partnerships	  	  Distinguishing	  Statements:	  (from	  Table	  5.5)	  1	  (We	  can	  actually	  have	  a	  let-­‐your-­‐hair-­‐down,	  open	  and	  completely	  frank	  and	  honest	  discussion	  about	  things	  that	  sometimes	  may	  not	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  our	  stakeholders	  to	  disclose.)	  Transparency	  –	  open	  communication	  between	  stakeholders	  28	  (Decision	  making	  places	  more	  emphasis	  on	  short-­‐term	  economic	  goals	  rather	  than	  environmental	  sustainability.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  integration	  30	  (We’re	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  perfect	  governance	  institution	  and	  then	  hope	  we	  can	  fit	  solutions	  into	  it.)	  Adaptability	  -­‐	  flexibility	  	  High	  priority	  statements:	  (statement	  #,	  rank,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Adaptability	  (28,	  +3,	  decisions	  favour	  economy	  over	  environment)	  Accountability	  	  (19,	  -­‐4,	  some	  sectors	  not	  participating)	  Transparency	  	  (1,	  +4,	  completely	  open	  discussions)	  (18,	  -­‐3,	  don’t	  know	  if	  government	  respects	  us	  (23,	  -­‐4,	  careful	  what	  to	  say	  don’t	  want	  to	  bit	  the	  hand	  that	  gives	  you	  money)	  Participation	  	  (8,	  -­‐3,	  set	  up	  limits	  representation	  from	  some	  groups)	  Rule	  of	  Law	  	  (16,	  +4,	  dividing	  province	  into	  watersheds	  was	  best)	  (17,	  +3,	  government	  upholds	  leadership	  role)	  (33,	  +3,	  no	  law	  to	  incent	  people	  to	  do	  this	  work)	  (37,	  -­‐3,	  working	  without	  a	  framework	  and	  outside	  the	  law)	  	  Low	  priority	  statements	  –	  Ranked	  0:	  (statement	  #,	  summary	  of	  statement)	  Accountability	   (5,	  difficult	  to	  represent	  all	  the	  views	  in	  my	  group)	  (9,	  decisions	  made	  by	  rule	  of	  thumb,	  not	  science)	  (21,	  gives	  locals	  responsibility	  to	  stay	  on	  the	  issues)	  (36,	  accountability	  is	  obvious)	  Adaptability	   (26,	  not	  experimenting	  with	  solutions)	  (32,	  hard	  data	  is	  available)	  Participation	   N/A	  Rule	  of	  Law	   (22,	  government	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  partnerships)	  Transparency	   (7,	  all	  partners	  share	  expertise,	  information	  and	  resources)	  
Figure	  A4.5:	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